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The review and evaluation of programs authorized by Federal
legislation is a primary mission of the General Accounting
Office. This role is emphasized in recent legislation, parti-
cularly Title VII of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,

It is also included in several of the more recent "sunset"
proposals, which have been under consideration in the Congress.
It is further emphasized in many of the specific mandates and
requests from the Congress or its committees, which require
GAO to evaluate particular programs and activities, including

a number of social programs.

In addition to its own evaluations, GAO is often involved
in assessing evaluations performed by executive agenries or tleir
contractors. Some of these assessments have involved GLO in
auditing and reanalyzing¢ the results of social experiments where
the results were expected to affect policy regarding major pro-
posed social programs. While few appear to question cie need for
such audit and reanalysis, there has been considerable concern
among social researchers about the possible impact of audit on
their research. There has also been concern about tire possible
violation of pledges of confidentiality made to ind.vidual
participants if GAO exercises its right of access to research
data.

GAO has performed extensive stucies of the issues involved
in Lalancing privacy and accountability, includirg a thorough
review of its own practices and policies. To assist us in
this effort we requested the Social Science Research Council (SS3RC)
to undertake a study and to recommend appropriate methods and
techniques for the audit of social experiments,

The enclosed report by :the SSRC is, we believe, an excellent
discussion of the concerns of researchers, and contains useful
recommendations to GAO. The recommendations are being studied
in the context of GAO's experience, and the degree to which
a recommendation is implemented will be based upon a number
of considerations.



We helieve this report may also be of use to vou. Over
the coming months, GAO will be publishing various «uwideline
docurents based upon its own experience and studies, which
will expand on the guidance contained in the SSRC report.
These will include a checklist for assessing social program
impact evaluations and guidelines for audit and reanalysis

of social research for poclicy.

A h [/-
omptroller General
of t'.e United States
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AUDITS AND SOCIAL EXPERIMENTS

Committee on Evaluation kesearch
Social Science Research Council

SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to assist the U.S. General Accounting
Office (GAO) in the "development of methods and techniques for auditing
social experi~ nts."” It is submittad in accordauce with the contract
between the Social Science Research Cour' .1 and the GAO (Contract No.
7130078, March 1977, as amended on March 10, 1977 and January 16, 1978),
The report is divided into six sections., The first two secrions focus
narrowly on the use of reintsrviews and other alternatives for monitoring
research quality. The next four consider the problem of agsuring quality
more generally, and the roles which GAO might take in meeting its over-

sight responsgibility.

Evidence on the Impact of Reinterview

The committee concludes that there have been insufficient instances
of eudits by the GAO or other govermmental agencies involving reint :rviews
to permit confident prediction of the impact of reinterview on research
participants. The available evidence suggests that there is a notable
risk of disrupting the research; but the evidence is ambiguous as to

the magnitude of the risk and as to consequences of any disruption,
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Alternatives to Reinterviews

The need for ard benefits of reinterviews by GAO should be considered
as marginal, Well-designed social experiments will have built=in
checks on the wvalidity and reliability of measures, and the quality of
their data can be éssayed, up to a point, without reinterviews. Reinter-
views by an outside agency may be limited invalue since they yield data
that are hard to interpret. That is, discrepancies between the researcher's
and the auditor's results cannot be easily ascribed to deficiencies in
the researcher's design or procedures.

Possible alternatives to reinterviews are the use of: information on
research procedures to determine quality; parallel sampling by auditors;
surrogate auditors; subsample for reinterviews by auditors; and record-
linking and other statistical techniques. The costs, benefits, and

appropriateness of alternatives are discussed.

GAO Role in Social Experiments

Various opportunities which the GAO has to improve or monitor social
experiments and their evaluations are considered at sach stage of the
research and evaluation process. While believing in the benefits of
periodic early involvement by the GAO in review of social experiments,
the comm’ttee does not propose that the GAO participate actively in every
stage of the process, Rather, it attempts to lay out a field of inquiry
and to identify where the GAO can conceivably make distinctive contributions.

In addition, the general style of GAO audits and the perception of
that style by sponsors and researchers are discussed. The committee
endorses the GAO's policy and efforts towards the identification of (1)

solutions to problems raised in audits and of (2) the "guccesses" as well
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as the deficlencies of particular projects,and the committee empha-
~ sizes the need for even greater efforts in these directions. The GAO's
efforts to deveicy a more diversified and qualified professional staff
(ia regard to auditing of social experiments) are recognized and
encouraged, The need to coordiiate any role with other monitors of
regearch, in order to avoid delaying research or increasing research

costs unnecessarily, is recognized and coordination encouraged.

Some Costs and Benefits of Audits

Potential costs and benefits of GAO awdits are considered as they
may accrue to researchers, sponsors, and participants in social experi-
ments, For the researcher, the potential costs consist mainly of
increased demands on his time and manpower resources, while the possible
benefits are better documentation of the experiment and suggestions for
improving either the current or futurc experiments. For the sponsor,
potential costs consist of the expenditure of financial as well as man-
power rasources, and, again, the potential benefits are improving future
endeavors, Finally, for the participant the possible costs are another
intrusion on his time and privacy, in the case of reinterviews. The
long term benefits apply to the rasearch participants as citizen and
taxpayer.

Costs and benefits to Congress or other groups are not considered

because they lie beyond the scope of this report,

Role and Responsibilities of Sponsors and Researchers

Whether the GAO will aeed to reinterview respondents and what roles

the GAQ could most effectively taka in overseeing evaluations of social
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experiments depend partly on the normal roles and responsibilities of re-
searchers and their sponsors. The roles of sponsors are discussed in
regard to developing and 1mp1eﬁenting "Requests for Proposals," the
monitoring of projects, and the dissemination of the project's results.
The responsibilities of the researcher ara considered in terms of
assuring the quality of the research: - the specification of objectives
and development of measures; quality control during field operations;
pilot tests; and checking the quality of data processing. The section
closas with a call for the wider dissemination of reporte and the

availability of public-use data tapes for secondary analyses.

Recommendatiyns: Brief Summary

The first set of recommendations, designated with the prefix A,
covers GAO reinterviews as a device for assessing quality of data in
social experiments, The second set (B), more important in the long

term, concerns GAO roles in monitoring quality generally.

A.1, Unplanned interventionrs in research, such as reinterview, can
disrupt the research and introduce biases which are difficult
or impossible to estimate. The evidence available is sufficient
only to make the risk clearly plausible; it 1s not sufficient
to gauge magnitude of risk or severity of consequences.

A.2, Reinterview of respondents is often unnecessary, Other evidence
is generaily sufficient to identify quality of data and of research,
and these do not engender a serious risk of affecting research
participants., There are exceptional cases in which direct re-
interview by GAO staff are warranted. Reinterviews will at times

yield results which are difficult or impossible to interpret,



A.3,

A.4,

A.5.

GAO should recognize in its oversight policy and pertinent manuals
and guidelines that alternatives to direct reinterview of research
participants by GAO gen2rate statistical information on the
quality of data, Aside from using information about research
procedures, the aiternatives include parallel sampling, sub-
sampling from an augmented main sample in an experiment, using
sucrrogate auditors, and other tactics, such as mutaally insulated
file linkages,

Some projects will require that GAO become involved early in

the research process. This means that an executive agency must
be prepared to seek GAO advice where it f: clear that GAO has
pertinent experience and expertise. This is especially pertinent
for the occasional project in which reinterview is necessary,

for GAO reinterview may requirz that the sample necessary for

a social experiment be augmented.

GAO should not moun: a major in-house testing program to assay
the effects cf reinterview. A small scale, well designed effort,
which capitalizes on the assistance of agencies with substantial
experience and expertise in methodological studies is much
better justified at this point. This may include, for

example, case studies, archives of audit experiences, and

field experiments on the effects of reinterviews and of audits

in general or social experiments,



B.6.

BI7I

B.8.

B'g.

vi

The GAO should prepare a document which clarifies its possible
and likely roles in the evaluation of social experimerts, and
which specifies GAO intentions, This document should e dis=
tributed wid~ly to researchers and research sponsors.
Any role which GAO chooses to take in oversight of social
experiments, at any stage of the research process, should be
coordinated with other groups with responsibility for assnring
quality. This includes, for example, the Office of Managecment
and Budget, the Statistical Policy Division of the U.S. Commerce
Department, agency monitors of projects and their advisory
boards and clearance boards. Coordination is crucial to avoid
unnecessary redundancy and delays in research.
The committee endorses the GAO's policy and efforts to report
both deficiencies and proficiencies of social experiments,
Because formal scientific tests of social programs are a relatively
new undertaking, even greater emphasis should be put on establishing
and documenting jolutions to problems in GAO reports, manuals,
and policy.
The committee recognizes and endorses the GAO's afforts to diver=
sify and develop staff with experience and expertise in the review
of social experiments. Accelerated development of staff and
augmentation of staff in this area is essential for effective
review, and the committee encourages acceleration,

In order to sustain this increased expertise and to assure that
it is recognized by the scientific community, the committee
believes that those GAO staff with the direct operational responsi-

bility for the review of experiment. should participate even more
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vigorously in scientific forums and professional discussions
on social experimentsrion., The committee recognizes that some
staff are already active in this regard and it endorses and
encourages that activity.

R,10. '"he GAO should take an active role in helping to develop guide-
lines on the management and budgeting of social experiments and
of program evaluation. This area of inquiry has not been well
explored, and the GAO is in a remarkably good position to exdre
clse a leadership role. Specific suggestions about the ways in
which these recommendations can be implemented are described in

the text,



The purpose of this report is to assist the U.S. General Accounting
Office (GAO) in the "development of methods and techniques for auditing
soclal experiments,” Tt has been prepared in accordance with the con=
tract between the Social Science Research Council and the GAO (Contract
No. 7130078, March 1977, as amended March 10, 1977 and January 16, 1978).
Appendix I relates sections of the report to specific contractual obli-
gations,

The first two sections of the report are concerned with a relatively
narrow issue: GAO interest in reinterview of research participants as a
device for gauging the quality of a social experiment. GAO's interest is
consistent with its mandate to oversee Federal agency evaluations. How-
ever, both GAO staff and researchers have been concerned that reinter-
viewing may engender a breach of assurances of confidentialit, made to
research participants and, more generally, may disrupt research; the two
sections examine that concern, The remaining four sections of the report
are more general and, in the committee's view, likely to be more fmportant
in the long run. They concern some ways in which GAO can meet 1its
responsibilities for oversight of social experiments and they cover the
interest shared by GAO and the larger research community in assur ing
quality of policy related social research in general.

In Section I, the committee offers its Judgments on the evidence
concerning both the benign and disruptive effects c¢f reinterviews on
social experiments. In Section I1, alternatives to direct GAO reinter-
views of respondents are suggested as devicee for evaluating the quality
of data emerging from social experiments. Section ITI considers the

role of the GAO at various stages in the life cycle of social experiments,



primarily to help understand how GAO can contribute to monitoring
quality of evaluations in general. The committee welgns some costs
and benefits of audits for the sponsors, researchers, and participants
in social experiments in Section IV. Some major rnle responsibilities
of the sponsors and researchers are specified in relation to good re-
search practice and to audits in Section V. The committee's report
concludes, in Section VI, with recommendations to the GAO regarding lts

role in social experiments.

SECTION I

EVIDENCE ON THE IMPACT OF GAO REINTERVIEWS ON RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

To avoid needless ambiguities, we begin with a few working defini-
tions, and then examine the evidence on the effects of reinterviews.

Preliminary Definitions. A social experiment is defined here a3 a

planned effort to introduce a new social program and to assess its
effects scientifically, This includes, for example, formal randomized
experiments: individuals are assigned randomly to one of two or more
program variations, for the sake of obtaining a fair comparison of costs
and benefits of each variation. The Demand Experiment component of the
Experimental Housing Allowance Program (EHAP) illustrates the type.

The definition also includes so-called quasi-experiments in which an
innovation is introduced and estimates of its effects are developed in
planned comparison against historical standards, as in time series
analyses, or against some comparison group. The terminology here is
cou. stent with contemporary texts on assessing the effects of innovative
social programs or program components, and with GAO reports on the
topic. See U.S, General Accounting Office (1975), Riecken, et al

(1974), and Appendix 1I of this report for other references.



A survey is defined as a scientifically planned effort to elicit
information from a sample of a population, The individuals who provide
the information are, in the following remarks, referred to as research
participants or respondents.

The distinction between social experiments and surveys is crucial,
Experimentation invariably demands the use of control conditions or
comparison groups against which the value of program variations can be
judged. Moreover, the group's composition must be such that judgments
about program effect are as unequivocal as possible, i.e., not subject
to a variety of competing explanations. The rationale underlies develop-
ment, over the past 50 years, of design of experiments.,

Surveys, on the other hand, have traditionally been used as a descrip-
tive device. The Current Population Surveys run by the U.S. Census
Bureau, for example, are justified for the information they furnish about
character and change in the population, rather than on the grounds that
they yleld unambiguous information about the effects of new social pro-
grams. Some social experiments do rely heavily, of course, on sample
surveys, The Vera Institute's experimental tests of programs for ex-~
addicts, for instance, involves interviewing members of both the
participants in the novel program and members of a control group. But,
many experiments can rely solely on existing archives, reporting systems,
rather than on surveys to furnish the necessary data, 1In principle,
the statistical criterfa used to review a sample survey also pertain to re-
viewing a survey component of a social experiment, Review of a social
experiment implies other criteria as well, since the 2xperiment includes
features such as control groups and a program which themselves are subject

to review,



The phrase program evaluat;qn is also used in this report. The

committee understands this to mean efforts to appraise one or mor.o of
the major features of a new or existing program: inputs, including
fiscal and mangcwer .esources; processes, including management and
other operational features of the program; outcomes; and operational
settings and constraints on program performance (U.S. General Accounting
Office, 1975). An innovative program may be evaluated -- via a social
experiment -- as to its effects on participants. But contemporary

use of the term program evaluation doer not necessarily imply a social
experiment. All the data collection issues considered in this report,
however, have a bearing on program evaluations more generally. The
stress on socilal experimentation stems from the origins of this report,
notably discussion of the Experimental Housing Allowance Program.

The main topics discussed here concern reinterview of research
participants and audit of gocial experiments. By reinterview, the
Comnittee means that a research participant, i.aving furnished informa-
tion at least once to the researcher, is asked by a GAQ interviewer to
supply information. One purpose of the reinterview, according to GAO,
is to check on tte quality of data obtained in the experiment. GAO

audit or eview is defined as an examination, by GAO, of one or more of

the following: the plans, procedures, conduct and management, and/or
results of an experiment. Reinterview, if undertaken at all, then forms
a small part of a larger enterprise. The broad definition of audit is
consistent with GAO's current manuals and documents cn the topic (e.g.,

U.S. General Acccunting Office, 1974, 1975, 1977; Havens, 1977),



GAO Reinterviews in the Experimer’ | Housing Aliowance Program

One of the GAO's specific charges to the Council was to survey what
is known from past experience about the effects of audits on data qu:lity
and conduct of field research. It is the committee's understanding that
the GAO is particularly interested in the effect of reinterviews on re-
search participants. On this matter, the committee has two principal ob-
servations:

(1) There has been an insufficient number of audits by the GAO

or other government agencies involving the reinterview of

research participants to enable the committee to reach a

firm jvigment on the impact of reinterview on respondents.

(2) The available indirect evicence suggests that there is a

clear risk of disruption of research. However, the available

evideace is ambiguous as to the magnitude of the risk and

as to the consequences of a disruption should one occur.
Each of these observations is diccussed fully below. The idea that auditor
reinterviews may be unnecessary, regardle s of ti. .. effects, is critical
and is discussed in Section II.

GAO and SSRC staff reviewed and discussed recent GAO audits of social
programs and experiments and corresponded with state audii agencies. The
staff found that in only one instance had participants in social research
been interviewed first by a research team and then reinterviewed by the GAC.
This single example, the Experimental Housing Allowance Program (EilAP), does
not lend itself well to analysis or interpretatinn of the potential impact of
reinterview® primarily because it was dasigned for other purposes 7J,S,

General Accounting Office, 1968).



Only a small number of sespondents were reinterviewed, for example,
and the activity was undertaken z.ter the researchers had completed col-
lection of the experimental data. The timing of the reinterviews meant
that no meaningful subsequent data are avallable that could be used to
assess the impact of the reinterviews on the experiment. The relatively
small sample size of the reinterviews makes it difficult to establish or
anticipate the value of any statistical analyses based on those dava.
Further, the self-selective nature of the reinterview sample and the level
of the participaticn rate (from 60 to 30 percent) make it difficult to gener-
alize beyond the data obtained from the sample. One implication of this
participacion rate, for example, could be that similar cooperation rates
might be obtained by the GAO in the future. However, only limited in-
formation is available on the respondents and nonrespondents. Their
attitudes towards and knowledge about the reinterview process and its
auspices are for the most pact unknown. Conseguently, it is difficult to
reach 3ny conclusions about the implicu.ionz of these reinterviews for
the participation rates in future GAO audits, let alone for anticipating
the impact or lack of impact of the reinterview on EHAP.

This GAO follow-up study was, on the other hand, informative for the
limited purpose for which it was designed. Before the study was urdertaken,
virtually nothing was known about the rate at which research participants
would consent to a follow-up by a certified public accounting firm acting
on GAO's behalf. The rates found at each site ranged between 58 and 80%,
far higher than a few experts thought possible. That a race of 60% is likely
to be inadequate for some GAO purposes is also clear. That 80% rates can

be improved is not an unreasonable view since cther common devices for



improving response rate could be exploited. Finally, the process of
eliciting consent for reinterview appears to have involved no remarkable
problems in execution.

Indirect Evidence on the Impact of Auditor's Reinterview

Some indirect evidence on the potential impact of audits is available
from studies of the influence of confidentiality pledges on respondents'
willingness to cooperate in research. In these case studiis, experiments,
and surveys, willingness is typically defined in terms of either refusals
to respond (i.e., refusals to answer any questions at all or some particular
questions) or vefusals to respond truthfully. The evidence i3 only in-
directly relevant to GAO audits, since none of the cases, surveys, or ex-
periments involved the GAO.

However, the evidence is pertinent in the sense that it concerns
willingness to respond when confidentiality of research records is put into
couflict with administrative interest in accessing those records. By
"administrative interest' is meant that an individual's record, which
contains both identification and substantive information collected by the
researcher, may be used to make parsonal administrative decisions about the
individual. For example, data collected by researchers might be appropri
ated and used by an investigatory agency in deciding whether welfare pay-
ments should or should not be made to particular individuals. In this
case, the appropriation of individually identified research records for
non-research purposes will run counter to the researcher's assurances to
the respondents and may have harmful consequences for the experiment.

References to case studies, experiments, and surveys described here

are given in Appendix TIII.



Illustrative Case Studies. At times, research has been disrupted

because of administrative threats to the confidentiality of research rec-
ords. In the American Council on Education's studies of Campus Unrest,
for example, confidentiality was promised by the original researchers.
However, threats of subpoena by the McClellan Commitee and other groups
(e.g., local police) provoked distrust of the researchers' assurances and
resulted ia three or four study sites (i.e., colleges) dropping out of the
study and considerable difficulty in negotiating with student groups and
funding a ,encies over collection of data. &im:larly, Spergel's evaluation
of the Woodlawn manpower training program was disrupted because trairees
thought Spergel's assurances were breached by Congressional investigators.
The disruptive effects of unplanned administrativ~ intervention in research
projacts is more dramatic in drug research. Testimony by Congressmen as
well as researchers emphasized the need for confidentiality assurances to
research participants, and cited specific disruptions attributable to
governmental attempts to appropriate research records. That just the fear
of investigative agencies appropriating research data, regardless of
whether the concern is warranted, can be damaging is evident in Norwegian
and Swedish research on adolescent development; Norway, for example, bowed
out of a multinational study partly on those grounds. On the other hand,
the impact of Congressional investigations of the Negative Income Tax
experiments and of disclosures of respondents' records despite confidentiality
assurances appears to have been minimal.

Illustratilve Experiments. A variety of field experiments have been

conducted in order to determine if stcong confidentiality assurances elicit

more cooperation than weak or no confidentiality assurances. For example,



so~called randomized response methods have been developed to assure that
there is no way to link individuals to their answers to particular ques=-
tions, even in interview situations. Some large oxperimental tests of
this method suggest that, in comparison with normal interview procedures,
respondents are more likely t.- report accurately on such sénsitive topics
as abortion, racial attitudes, drug abuse, etc. However, the method has
not been shown to be remarkably superior in other studies dealing with
convictions for drunk driving, bankruptey, and other topics.

Recent large-scale experiments conducted by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census (under the auspices of the National Academy of Sciences) and by
Eleanor Singer at the National Opinion Research Center have infestigated
the consequences of different types of pledges of confidentiality, 1In
one component of the Census study, five different pledges were given to
different samples: (a) data would be kept confidential forever, (b) 75
years, (c¢) 25 years, (d) no promise of confidentiality at all, ar. (e) an
explicit statement that confidentiality could not be guaranteed, The
overall pattern of refusal rates increased monotonically acrogss each
condition, and the pattern is statistically significant: the weaker the
confidentiality assuranre, the lower the cooper:i.tion rate. Respondents
in this experiment also indicated that they believed the national govern=-
ment could be trusted to keep information confidential more than
universities, state govermments, or private companies. Interestingly,

a sizeable minority could not recollect whether promises of confidentiality
had been made, even just after being interviewed.

Singer's work demonstrates, among other thirgs, that requiring a
signature of the respondent as a device for securing informed consent

has a notable decrease in the cooperation rate. Such a signature might
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be required by some agencies to meet criteria of Human Subjects
Review Committees for ethical experimentation, e.g., Jdisclosure of
research records to an agency.

Illustrative Surveys. Survey research on this topic has focused

on (a) cooperation rates as a function of respondent sensitivity to pri-
vacy issues and on (b) public attitudes towards surveys. Regarding the
former, some 2xperts have aryued that nonresponse rates in large=-scale
surveys have increased over the past ten years and that the increase is
the result of respondents' fears about invasion of "privacy." However,
the evidence for a decline is weak and that for the cause of the decline
is ambiguous.

Regarding che latter, public attitudes gaenerally indicate a strong
concern for confidentiality in surveys. Yet, there is still little evi-
dence that these attitudes influence behavior. Some studies suggest that
respondents do take.into account who the sponsors of the survey are,
which presumably reflects their trust in the confidentiality of the
data. For example, servicemen in at least one major study were less
inclined tc report drug abuse to military surveyors than to civilian
researchers.

Conclusion. These illustrations indicate that predicting the con-
sequences of a breach in confidentiality assurances is not always pos=
sible on the basis of available data. Some research has been disrupted
by breaches, while other studies have not. However, the evidence is
"uificient to leud the committee to expect problems such as lower rese
ponse rates and less truthful responses, should confidentiality assur-
ances be absent or be breached and should the breach become generally

known or even generally believed. The exiating data are not sufficient

to predict the severity of the problems.
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SECTION IT
ALTERNATIVES TO REINTERVIEWS!

This chapter of the Committee's report deals generally with pro-
blems of assessing the quality of data generated i. a social experiment,
and with specific problems of and alternatives to GAO reinterviews as
a device for assessing quality. GAO's particular interests, described
in the GAO (1977) Backgroumd Paper for this Committee, are considered in
each subsection. Those interests include: reinterview for the sake of
verifying "...that the subject selection procedures have been carried
out...” and "...to verify that...variables are correctly recorded...".

The Committee first cousiders the purposes and worth of reinterviews,
and their poiential problems, Succeeding sections discuss the types of
information which are most likely to be of interest in reinterviews, and

alternatives to reinterviews which can be used to gavge the quality of

data,

Reinterv.ews: Purposes and Problems

For the auditor with an interest in establishing the quality of
interview data, whnlesale reinterviews mav appear to be a natural
option., The tactic has some scientific merit in that independent

observations of the same phenomena are generally desirable. It has some

1Thia section is adapted from Boruch and Cecil (1978), with some

modification by the committee.
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institutional merit, too, since an uninformed public may believe that
reinterviews are the only acceptable device fc- arsessing the quality of
the original (researcher's) interviews. However, the committee believes
that establishing quality is basically a statistical problem, {i.e.,
obtzining summary measures of quality, and not producing anecdotal
information about particular identifiable individuals.

The benefit of wholesale reinterviews will, for a variety of

reagons, be marginal, First, the well-designed study will have included

a side study on the validity and reliability of its measures. For
example, the veracity of responses to factual questions may be compared
to already existing archival data, In such cases, reinterviews as
validity or reliability checks add little, 1f anything, to preexisting
checks., The needs of an audit agency could just as well be satisfied

by participating in the design ~f the original side-studies, which would
avoid direct contact between the auditors and respondemts. This does
require that contractor or grantee, research sponsor, and GAO collaborate
in design of such studies.

Second, any major study will generate a file of information whose
quality can be assayed =~ up to a point -= without reinterviews. The
researcher !s procedure for editing records, internal checks onr con-
sistency of information provided by respondents, and comparisons of
the researcher's statistical data with similar data from prior studies
can be reviewed by auditors without reinterviews. Indeed, "verifying
that subject selection procedures have been carried out according to the
experimental design" (GAO (1977) Background Paper) clearly depends in
a fundamental way on the project documentation which prescribes the

procedure and quality control devices, and on tne onesite observation of

project staff,
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Third, and most importantly, reinterviews by outside auditors can
yield ambiguous results. Ordinary measurement error will, for example,
typically produce differences between data yielded by the interview
and the re¢interview, Differencer in their results may also reflect
actual changes in respondents that occur in the time batween the
two interviews. Respondents, for example, will have had time to think
about a topic at issue, even a factual matter such as income, and may
change their judgement about it or their interpretation of the ques-
tioa by the time the reinterview is conducted. This is not an uncommon
finding in panel studies such as the Current Population Survey, for
"factual" matters such as employment experience, income, and so on,
as well as for opinion surveys (see for example, Robert Ferber's The

Reliability of Consumer Reports of Financial Assets and Debts, and

other monographs cited in References.) Furthermore, discrepancies
may appear as the result of differences in the interview procedures and
skills employed by the researchers and the auditors. Finally, reinter-
views may produce discrepant results merely because they are carried out
under different auspices than the original interviews. In particular,
a knowledgeable zroup of research participants will be able to distin-
gulsh between GAO and other agencies conducting research. To the extent
that they do, and to the extent that they regard GAO as an investi-
gative agency, differences in response candor and cooperation are likely
to appear,

In short, reinterviews by auditors will often be unnecessary or
will produce ambiguous or irrelevant data,

Despite this, the Committee believes assessment by audit agencies is

warranged, Not all evaluation research projects are good, and the over=-
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sight by an audit agency may help to avoid or to detect gross incompetence.
Accepting the idea that auditor scrutiny is justified despite its limited
scientific benefits does not imply that GAO reinterviews‘are warranted.
In fact, it is not unreasonable to expect am auditor's reinterview

of research respondents to have negative effects. Foxg with a few
sxceptions, commercial and governmental auditors are not trained to
handle surveys nor do they often have the manpower at hand to do the job
well. Moreover, even if the skills are available, the respondent may
view the auditor-sponsored survey as threatening or at least as less
innocuous than the original research interview. As a comsequence of

the reinterviecw, the respondent may then refuse to cooperate further in
the research or may change the style of response (e.g., become less
candid) in subsequent contacts with the researcher. This is the worst
possible outcome, The committee expects problems to be much less

crucial to the extent that the interview skills of the audit agency

are well-developed, that the audit agency is viewed as a professional re-
search group rather than a3 an administrative agency (with proper

regard for statistical uses of data rather than punitive administra=-

tive uses), and that the rewards for participation in research override
the costs associlated with being reinterviewed by an audit agency.

The evidence on whether auditor coantact with research participants
poses some risk to the research project is indirect and certainly not
uniform (see earlier remarks), None of the studies that the committee
has examined, other than EHAP, involved reinterviews by a governmental

auditor, However, the evidence is sufficient to indicate that research
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participants can be sensitive to third party interrogation of research
records and, in some instances, become less cooperative in further re-

search. Consequently, it should be recognized that unplanned third party
intervention (e.g., by auditors) can be a hazard aud that strategies minimizing
that risk should be developed.

Classifying Information and Prior Agreements

It is not possible tc reconcile auvdit objectives with social research
aims without specifying the kinds of information which might be of interest
to an audit agency. Research and audit agencies should develop methods for
identifying and collecting information of potential interest to auditors as
early as possible. Delaying this process until the research is in progress
can disrupt the project's functioning, as was the case in the Negative Income
Tax Experiment.

Whether an element of 1nformation can be or should be regarded as
disclosable to an audit agency depends partly on the character of the
research. For example, if an experimental program is viewed as a strict
prototype for a real social program, then it can be argued that the rules
governing access to records must also be prototypical. Any information
that would be normally collected by an auditor as an auditor and not as
a professional researcher in the anticipated regular program would then
be disclosable in the experiment. Any information collected solely for
purposes of statistical (i.e., experimental) analysis would not be dis-
closable. Following this line of argument (and ignoring the question’ of
prior pledges of confidentiality), the identification of participants in

EHAP should be made available, since identification of housing allowance

recipients would be a matter of public record, if and when the program was
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adopted. Data on an identifiable individual's eligibility for services
or subsidy would be similarly regarded as accessible to an auditor.
This position implies that GAO reinterview is permissible, so long as
research participants are informed of the possibility, and so long as
the reinterview topics are limited, That is, the reinterview would

be dedicated to verifying that in fact: the individual, who was
supposed to have been interviewed, was interviewed; the individual

has general characteristics which he 1s supposed to have as a particie-
pant in the program, However, other information which would not be
ordinarily available or accessible in a fully implemented, real program,
such as respondents' attitudes, would not be accessible to auditors

of the axperimental program.

Whenever the research project or experimental program cannot be
regarded as a strict prototype of a program, then a second basis for
making decisions about accessibility of records for audits should be
employed. For a variety of reasons, the research project may be
viewed as a partial prototype ~- a fragile pilot effort that is neces=
sarily under extraordinary control by the researcher, The control may
be essential for careful surveillance of the phenomena under study or
for the detection of subtle effects of the experimental program. Any
interference which would jeopardize the integrity of control or exami-
nation could destroy the total effect under study. The level of con=-
trol required here certainly detracts from the realism of the prototype,
but it does make the program's performance simpler to track and evalu-
ate. It provides useful information to be employed in the development

of more "realistic" programs.
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In such instances, then, the research may require that even the
identity of program participants be kept confidential with respect to
an audit agency. In the case of EHAP, for example, the identification
of a housing allowance recipient may technically be a public matter or,
at least, legally accessible to an auditor. Yet, as a practical matter,
publicity about the identification or disclosure of participants to an
auditor may present a severe shock to the research. If the research is
important enough to justify considerable expenditures in its support
and if the probability of a shock is high, then disclosures would be
unjustified.

The priority attached to the research goals here docs not mean that
audiv goals are to be ignored or abrogated. It does mean that auditors
and researchers should reach agreement as early as possible in the
research process in order to minimize dangers to the research, while
maximizing the efficlency and effectiveness of the audit.

Where it 1s reasonable to reach prior decisions, the negotiation
should be deliberately planned so as to be as efficlent as possible. The
current institutional barriers to mounting quickly policy research
(e.g., clearance proces.es) are sufficiently time consuming and costly
to justify considerable attention to reducing any additional activity

which may increase those costs or time delays,

Alternatives to Direct GAQ Reinterviews

While the early identification of the information needs of auditors
may help avoid conflicts between auditors and researchers, it will not
always assure smooth collaboration between them, Researchers may

legitimately continue to obiect to reinterviews as endangering the
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viability of their experiments. In some instances, it may be impossible
to establish an empirical basis for this objection, since the resovondents'
vehaviors or attitudes toward reinterviews cannot be well predicted. In
other research, such as of drug and alcchol abuse, the target population
will be unders-ood well enough to predist degraded cooperation as a
function of an audit agency's reinterviews., Consequently, auditors

and researchers need to consider alternatives to reinterviewing res~
pondents. The strategies suggested by the comnittee are: Review of
research procedures, parallel sampling, use of surrogate auditors, sub-
sampling for reinterviews, and other options.

keview of Research Procedures. It is clear that poor research

data will be generated by pcor research practices, in social experiments
and surveys, It 1s also clear that an examination of the research
procedures is a sufficient basis for determining whether data will be
poor for the large majority of such research projects. Further,
critical examination of the research methods and procedures generally
involves no rerious privacy problems and can be undertaken withcut serious
risk of disrupting research in the field. It is for these reasons that the
committee recommends that the GAO exploit the opportunity to examine
research procedures before reinterviews are considered. Such an
examination, in any event, is likely to be necessary to fulfill over=
sight responsibility.

The pertinent research procedures are described in Section V on
roles and responsibilities of the researcher. Briefly, GAO's review
should focus on the researcher's sample design and sampling procedures,

on the survey process including interviewing, and on data processir.g
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procedures, including quality control, The activities involved in each
of thege determine, in large measure, the quality of resulting data.
Sampling frame and procedures for sampling can be verified and adherence
to plans monitored by GAO. Nov .l interview forms or methods must often
be pilot tested bheforehand, and both plans and practice for them can Le
monitored or checked by GAO, Interviewer training methods and super-
visory checks cn their performance should be explicit and both plans

and practice can be reviewed by GAO without contact with actual research
participants. Data processing procedures should be explicit and both
plans and activity can also be reviewed for their quality. Sids studies
run in the field by the researcher are necessary at times, and their
plans, conduct, and results can be reviewed to provid- direct statistical
evidence on quality of data, In fact, it is reasonabi. to expect that
side studies can be designed to conform to GAQ guidelinesz ot experience
in assuring that evidence on quality is available,

That the GAO can identify weaknesses in the quality of research and
regsearch data by examining these procedures is clear from GAO practice, e.g.,
GAO's review of the Federal Aviation Administration's surveys of the impact
of the Concorde Airplane on certain communities (U.S. GAO, 1977). 1In
principle, GAO can assist in researcher and agency efforts to encourage
good practice in designing, implementing, and controlling quality of these
research procedures.

Parallel Sampling by Auditors. When a main objective of the audi:

agency is to establish the accuracy of sampling and responses, then a
reasonable strategy is co obtain an independent sample of the same

target population used in the original survep. Fo~ example, GAO might
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have adopted the gsame sampling design and target population used by
HUD in ite original EHAP interview surveys in order to generate an
independent, equally valid, and non-overlapping sample  of respondents.
Comparing estimates of population parameters from the GAQO survey with
those from the HI'D survey would supply an indication of the quality
of estimates generated in the orlginal research, The differences in
auspices of the interview and other ‘factors described earlier may,~of
course, introduce differences in the research results, To reduce the
risks of "contamination" of one agency's survey by the other agency's
survey, each might be undertaken in a different geographic arcas (e.g.,
census tracts or larger regions).

The main product of this strategy is a legitimate statistical
basis for judging the quality of the initial survey. 1In particular,
this device will help to understand if a sample, advertised to have been
selected using certain methods by the researcher, is similar in
characteristics to a sample selected by GAO from the same population
and using the same selection methods That undarstanding is implicit
in GAO's (1977)Background Paper statement of interests. The main benefit
is that the data are obtained without disrupting the originai sample,
Indeed, the parallel data may hLelp considerably to strengthen the
research,

An objection to this strategy might be that it appears to be
considerably more expensive than simply reinterviewing the original
sample of respondents. But, in fact, most of the problems (aud costs)
required by parallel sampling would have already been worked out for

the original survey. Any parallel effort could capitalize on the original
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survey design, target population listing, and procedures developed for
sampling, callbacks, etc, The additional cost of manpower for the
parallel sample ig likely to be marginal in comparison to the invest-
ment in the original degign. If there is a higk risk of disruption
of an expensive experiment through investigatory reinterviews, then
the costs of parallel interviews are likely to he marginal and the
benefits greai.

Surrogate Auditoxrs. Direct reinterviews of respondents in an

ongoing social experiment can disrupt the research if the reinterviews
ave conducted by people whom respondents view with strong suspicion.

In particuiar, some respondents who are able to distinguish between
auditors and researchers will be less cooperative with the former per-
haps on privacy grounds. It may be possible to accommodate this problem
by using a surrogate interviewing agency to reinterview a subsample of
the original respondents. The results of the surrogate's survey would be
provided in statistical formy so that no identification of individual
rasponses 18 possible; this includes screening statistical results to
prevent deductive disclosure of identified responses,

The surrogate might be the¢ one already under contract to the experi-
menting agency (e.g., the original contractor to HUD may service both
HUD and GAO needs for information), If this approach is acceptable to
the audit agency, perhaps all that is required is straightforward, but
more intensive, reinterview on questions of interest to the audit
agency. The approach 1s likely to be burdensome to the respondent
insofar as the demmnds on his ability and willingness to supply informa-
tion are increased. But with good pilot testing of questions and

interviewer training, perhaps even that burden can be minimized. The
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main benefit is that the interviewins agency already under contract in
the field has established some rapport with resnondents and that respon-
dents are less likely to feel uncomfortable with a familiar agency and
familiar interviewers, The scientific benefit is a measure of the stabil-
ity of responden: reporting, if carried out under the same conditions

as the original interview, If diffe.ent inverviewers are used in re=-
interview, the res:ltant data serve as a measure of interinterviewer
variability and temporal wvariability in response. For research, these
statistical measures are considerably more important than identifying

a few individually identifi ‘d cases in which the initial interview was
poor. This emphasis on the statistical rather than individual result

is crucial, must be recognized as such by GAO staff, and is implicit

in GAO'sBackground Paper and other GAO documents on quality in research.

The Committee recognizes, however, that the point of many audits
is to verify the integrity of the original contractor's performance.
So, for example, GAO may need to cstablish that a contractor did indeed
engage in interviews with particular individuals and that the responses
of those persons were of a certain kind. Under this circumstance, a
heretofore uninvolved third party may be an acceptable surrogate for the
audit agency, insofar as the third party is more neutral or less suspect
than the ecriginal contractor. The potential benefits of the strategy are
that the process of verification can be removed a step from direct govern-
ment investigation and so may attenuate the possible problems generated

by direct government contact with the respondents.
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A second benefit of this approach is tied to more general secondary
analysis, That is, a research group whose primary mission is secondary
analysis could, in some cases, also serve as a surrogate for the audit
agency., This outside research grcup would take primary responsibility
for resnalysis of statistical data and for verifying its internal
consistency and conclusions based on the data. And it would also take
responsibility for, say, reinterviews with a sample of original respon-
dents to verify the credibility of the original research records on
those respondents. In this latter activity, it fulfills an auditor's
functions, except that it would not provide information on individually
identifiable respondents to the audit agency. It can serve primarily
as a neutral intermediary to establish statistical reliability of
original reports produced by the researchers.

The product of using this approach is information of interest to
GAO, notably verifying in part that indeed "selection procedures were
carried out" and 'variables were recorded correctly ..." The surrogate
approach may be partfcularly useful when audit agencies other than GAO
have the skills necessary to reinterview peculiar and suspicious target
groups, and where audit agencies other than GAQ are less likely to be
regarded as a threatening investigatory arm of government.

Subsample Reinterview by Auditors and Sample Augmentation. Direct

reinterviews may on occasion be essential to accomplish audit agency

goals. For example, GAO could choose to verify that interviews had

indeed been conducted by a data collection agency and that certain
responses were given in order to check the integrity of the original
interviewers. Parallel sampling is normally insufficient for accomplishing

these gcais, and the use of surrogate audit agency may be unacceptable to GAO,
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An obvious approach to minimizing‘disruption of the ongoing research
is to minimize the number of individuals who must be reinterviewed. The
GAO, for instance, might szlect a probability sample from the existing
experimental sample, Members of the subsample : yuld then be reinterviewed
by GAO staff to elicit the information of interest to them,

At best, the audit agency taking this approacihh will obtain the basic
statistics necessary to establish integrity of data collection (i.e., that
the respondents were indeed interviewed by the researchers). Again, at
best, it does so without major disruption of the research effort. n
addition, the audit agency's records can be linked to earlier information
collected by the resecarchers on the same respondents by using some
variation on procedural strategies for assuring confidentiality of
sensitive records obtained from independent archives e.g., insulated
file linkage (see Campbell, et al, 1977). The normal purpose of such a
linkage is to compare average levels of agreement between original inter-
views and audit-based interviews.

The subsample involved in the auditor's reinterview may subsequently
be of little or no use to the researchers. That is, reinterviews may
provoke individuals to drop out of the study or to respond differently
in the future. If these conditions prevailed, the research agency
could remove the GAQ sample from its sample and analyze the remaining
probability sample with results properly weighted to reflect the re=
duced sample size. Especially in research characterized by small
samples, however, the possible reduction in sample size may be intolerable,
for it will recuce notavly the precision ia estimating the effects of the
experimental treatments. The loss can be avoided 1f the need for such

(possibly) destructive testing is anticipated in the des‘gn of a large
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social experiment and if the sample size is increased accordingly.

This implies that {f audit reinterviews are anticipated, and the involve-
ment wmay have negative effects, then samples must be increased beyond
those normally required at the research design stage, in order to
accommodate subsequent attrition or distortion in responses.

One major risk of this subsampling strategy is that the reinter-
view process may have an adverse effzct on the members of the original
sample who are not reinterviewed., If the reinterviews have the character
of an administrative investigation and if they are widely publicizad, then
cooperation rates in the remaining sample are likely to decline. It is
not clear how such publicity can be avoided, especially in controversial
social experiments, unless different geographic areas are sampled. It is
reasonable to suppose that 1if participants are told beforehand that
reports might be selected at random for verification by an outside
auditor, then the effects of this might ba reduced, if not eliminated.
However, :here are no good empirical data to support that supposition,
Side studies of the issue are warranted.

Other Options. When the auditor's primary concern is verifying the

factual accuracy of respondent records, then rccord Tinkage may be more
appropriate than reinterviews. For instance, research participants'
reports of income to the researcher may be better assessed by linking
those reports with institutional records on income for the same respon-
dents. The institutional sources may, for example, include employer
records, hospital archives, school records, and so on. If they are
private rather than public records, then specisl methods; must be used

to accomplish linkage without breaching privacy (see the next paragraph).

The assessment based on linkage can be better than reinterviews in the
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sense that lapses in memory and other facters may degrade reporting

to interviewers, and in the sense that institutional records represent
one standard against which accuracy can be judged. (0Of course, Institu-
tional records themselves are imperfect,) Also, if verification of res-
ponse based on an outside standard is the only objective, and the record
linkage is adequate, ‘then the potential problems of reinterview can be
avoided.

There are a variety of procedural tactics for linking records from
different souxces without breaching confidentiality rules governing their
disclosure. So-called "insulated data file linkages" are relevant here
(Campbell, et al., 1977). 1In the simplest of such strategies, the
researcher supplies a file on respondents including respondents' reports
of income to the institutional archive. The archive links its data with
the file reports, strips respondent identifiers off the file, and
returns the statistical file to the researcher. Variations on this
tactic can be designed to enhance efficiency and the privacy protection
afforded to the respondent, The researcher may, for example, crypto-
graphically encode the data in his own records to assure that the
respondent's status cannot be determined by the institutionmal archive
from the data provided by the researchor. These straegles have been
used by researchers to verify the statistical quality of response
relative to contents of proprietary records on the same record system
(see Locander, Suc'nan, Bradburn (1975), for example), They are directly
pertinent to GAO's objective of verifying the quality of reports obtained
fron respondents in social experiments.

Some recently developed statistical strategies may alss be

relevant to the problem of assessing the accuracy of respondent reports
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(e.g., Warner 1971), These methods, however, are usually dnly applicable
when very large samples are employed, the interview information is sen-
sitive, and when the planned data analysis is simple, These tactics
permit the researchexr or auditor to elicit sensitive information from
identified respondents ~- even in face-to-face interview situa iong ==
but without linking particular persons to particular responses. The
simplest of such tactics (so-called "contamination method") requires
that the respondent inject his answers with some random error (e.g.,

by rolling a die and lying if a '"one" turns up). The rules for contami-
nation are such that the researcher knows the general parameters for
errors across the group of respondents, but not the specific degree of
contaminatior for any given persen, This method makes the verification
of a particular respondent’s records impossible, although it makes
possible the verification of the credibility of group-level (i.e.,
aggregate) statistics, The random contamination of response method
might be used with a parallel sample in order to compare the aggregate
statistics it yields with those obtained from the main study under

review,

Testing for the Effects of Reinterview

The committee believes that reinterviews (i.e., direct contact
between respondents and auditors) can :nd should be minimized. There
are many alternatives for gauging the quality of social experiments and
of their data. Consequently, reinterviews should not be viewed as a
routinely necessary task,

This being the case, it is not clear that an immediate major program

of investigation to estimate the effects of reinterview could be justified.
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Yet, a modest effort to assess the impact of audits in general and of
reinterview in particular may be warranted. A few advantages and disad-
vantages of various tactics are considered in the following paragraphs.

Case studies. A case study might be designed in order to better con-
sider possible consequences of reinterview. In general, case studies are
a rich source of process information and ideas.

An anthropologist's exploration of a small group of families involved
in poverty research may, for example, conclude that the families fail to
discriminate ably between the GAO and any other private or public agency
which collects records for research or any other purpose. On the other
hand, he or she may find in parallel studies of affluent families partici-
pating in energy research, that the families not only distinguish ably among
data collection agencies but have strong opinions on the propriety of each
agency's interest in private facts. Other case studies may involve examining
a small set of programs which GAO has audited, and in which GAO contact with
pr gram participants has been substantial. The objective would be to sum-—
marize some GAC experience and opinion on the nature of contacts, the
probtlems encountered, and the way they were resolved.

The major shortcomings of the case study approach are (1) that the
information depends heavily on the experierce and expertise of the individual
doing the case study and (2) that it is often difficult, if not impossible,
to rule out alternative explanations for the results obtained. 1In addition,
case studies undertaken long arter the intervention would not scem to be
useful, since memory lapses, loss or destruction of records, mobility of
staff, etc. can prevent a reasonable assessment of the intervention.
Regardless of these shortcomings, they can be useful in generating ideas

about the way more sophisticated research can be designed.
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Surveys. Another device is the surveying of the reactions and
intentions of the target group involved in the program. In order to
gauge the respondents' opinions about reinterviews conducted by the
GAO, a few questions might be added to routinely administered ques-
tionnaires, for example. Of course, opinions do not necessarily pre=-
dict behavior. By themselves, they might not be particularly informative
about the consequences of reinterviews. But they can help to understand
the expectations, understanding, and concerns of the target group
regarding interview or reinterview,

Field experiments. The use of field tests employing randomized

experimental désigns could be developed to investigate the impact of
auditor reinterviews. These need not be elaborate and could be designed
to focus on whether informing people that they will be reinterviewed
affects cooperation rates and response validity., Such an experiment
could be a side-study adjoined to a contemporary program evaluation,
For example, the sample in the evaluation study could be increased, and
the additional respondents used by GAO to appraise effects. This is
basically the subsample reinterview mode described on pages 23=-25.

Or the GAO might choose to mount an independent study divorced from any
experimental program's operations to assess alternative ways in which
reinterviews by GAO may influence social experiments.

Cost_and benefits., Whether any of these simple options should

be exploited depends on the benefits and costs of each, Case studies
are cheap, often rich in ideas, but often ambiguous in conclusions,
Surveys are more expensive and can be designed to appraise opinions

well. But they may not be sufficient in themselves, Experiments are
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most expensive, put greater demands on staff, and can yield more informae=
tion on effects. A series of small expsriments adjoined to ongoing
projects is still more demanding, but more cownsistent in building an under-
standing of the potential costs and benefits of GAO interventions.

The level of investment in these options depends, then, on GAO's in-
terests and the potential payoffs. Interest has already been registered
through a variety of current activities, including the contract with the
Social Science Research Council. In any eveﬁt, if the GAO considers a
program of testing, helpful advice must be obtained from other groups
(e.g., the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Federal Statistics)
and other agencies (e.g., the U.S. Bureau of the Census, the National
Center for Health Statistics) that have notable experience in conducting
similar methodological studies.

The committee helieves that a modest effort to monitor the effects
of future GAO interviews and reinterviews is advisable, provided the GAO
recognizes that this should not be a one shot effort. At a minimum, for
example, it is reasonable to maintain -- at a central location -- logs and
correspondence on reinterviews or interview activities for each project.

In this manner, a small documentary resource could be built, which could

be analyzed periodically to identify reoccurring problems and issues (or

lack of them). So, for example, each research project .n which GAO has

had direct contact with research participants might be listed, the peculiar
problems of contact described, and the consequences of that contact (on
cooperation in research, for instance) wight be briefly described. These
could serve ultimately as the subject of papers presented at the appropri-
ate professional forums for discussion and peer review. For a given project,
the documentary file might be supplemented with brief telephone interviews

with researchers and GAO staff in order to determine the extent to which
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opinion about effects (or lack of effects) are verifiable, to assay
roughly the size and importance of effects, and to identify competing
explanations for the effects. This sort of activity could be undertaken
alone or in conjunction with more elaborate GAO efforts to estimate effects
of its involvement in social experiments and social program evaluations.
As 1in any such effort, GAO ought to maintain its general interest in min-
imizing the bureaucratization of the process. The product of the effort is
a consolidated archive on the natur: and effects of GAO involvement in
interview or reinterview of participants in research. if the GAO's in-
vestment in monitoring quality of interview data is substantial, such an
archive serves as an institutional memory bank and is likely to be essential
in keeping GAO performance at a high level.

'A more elaborate investigation -~ for example, of a specific project
or class of projects —- would emphasize active estimation of the effects
of GAO reinterviews. The subsampling and augmented sample method described
earlier is perhaps most feasible. Provided such smail experiments are
well-designed, thev would permit the verification that there is indeed a
problem resulting from GAO reir*erviuws or contrariwise, that the benefits
of reinterviewing outweigh the costs: For example, one might discover that
the subsequent participation rate in the GAO's reinterviewed sample is
higher, rather than lower, then In the larger non-reinterviewed sample, 1If
neither group differs with respect to cooperation in future experimental
interviews, this could suggest that in similar projects GAO involvement
will not have large negative effects. In any event, the results of such

studies should be replicated through a series of small experiments.



32

Obviously, if these small experiments are adjoined to large tests of
social programs, they require the cooperation of principal investigators
(i.e., project directors) and the early involvement of
GAO in the design of limited features of the research. The experimental
approach also requires that GAO staff design the side-study and implement
it. These demands are high, and the committee does not believe that such
testing should be undertaken unless resources are available to do the job
very well.

SECTION III

GAO ROLE IN SOCIAL EXPERIMENTS

GAO and the Phases of the Experimeut

In the following remarks, the committee considers the opportunities
which the GAO has to improve or monitor evaluations of social experiments
at each stage of the evaluation process. The committee has examined
alternative roles for two reasons. First, a GAQ decision about whether to
reinterview, or more generally, decisions about how GAO should monitor
quality of research data, depends in part on the other roles which GAO takes
in monitoring research. Second, the focus on reinterview as a device for
assessing quality is very narrow. Other GAO activities are likely to be
at least as important, and in some cases far more important, in helping to
improve the qu.lity of information made available to the Congress by field

researchers.

Under the 1974 Budget Control Act,*the GAO has been assignec re-
sponsibility to oversee all federa'ly supported program evaluations. The

committee understands from the GAO Background Paper (April 8. 1977) that

*The Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974.
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there is a gpecial interest in assessing the design and conduct of
social experiments. Consequently, the committee has fc ussed on socfal
experiments, but it recognizes aud emphasizes that our observations will
hold true for a large variety of other evaluation-related activities,

The topics to be described briefly in this section include activi-
ties in which the GAO has the '"right and option' to participate. By
recognizing that the GAO has both the right and the option to partici-
pate at any given stage, the committee intends to indicate that it is
GAO's decision whether it should participate or nol. This decision will
depend, in part, on the GAO's ¢ ryent interests, manpower, and budget.

The committee does express some opinions, however, on what it believes
to be the best GAO roles.

The toplcs described below are organized in terms of the typical
stages cf the processof conducting an experiment: (1) formulation of
research problem, (2) program formulation, (3) pcocurement, (4) evaluation
budget, (5) design of the experiment, (6) implementation of the experimen=-
tal design, (7) reporting schedule, (8) close of field operations
including data checking, and (9) analysis, To the degree that GAO's
participation at any stage is timely and of high quality, and does not
impose notable added burdens on the research process, the grec: ~. will
be the benefits,

The committee does not propose that the GAO participate actively in
avery stage of the social experimentation process. Rather, the idea {is
to lay out the field of inquiry and to identify where GAO might conceivably
make distinctive contributions. In addition, it is the committee's belief

that ultimately any resolutions of arguments about GAO access to data 7nd
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privacy assurances depend in part on the nature of the research process
and on the typical roles that GAO plays in that process.

The only major qualification on the committee's remarks 1is tied to
the ideas of pluralism and quality in scientific, including social scten-
tific research, The committee cautions the GAQO agsinst intentionally or
unintentionally setting itself up as a primary arbiter of conflicts in
experiments and as a primary deliner of research standards.

Formulation of the Research Problem. Whether an evaluation research

question is framed adequately is certainly a legitimate concera for the
GAQ. But, there is no clear standard on which one can rely in judging

the adequacy of evaluation research questions., Furthermore, the reformu-
lation of the questions by the GAO after an experiment is underway may

be counterproductive, That is, ti.2 critique of the evaluation study may
become focussed predominantly on the "formulation issue' with less atten-
tion being given to other important aspects of the social experiment. The
committee believes that when the GAQ regards the formulation to be inade-
quate or in‘orrect, it has the responsibility to state its opinion.
However, it should also address itself to how adequately the social

experiment will help to answer the questions as formulated by the

researchers, That is, care should be raken to separate arguments about
the formulation of the questions from arguments and criticism about the
design and implementation of experiments addressed to particular questions.

Program Formulation. GAO may also choose to participate in the

process of program.formulation. However, its role here may be limited

severely by constraints on staff time and expertise, It is difficult
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for the career researcher, let alone an individual operating outside a
strong social research tradition, to keep track of all the ideas and
plans available for program development. Moreover, that program formula=-
tion has been a mission of other agencies by law and tradition., If there
is a definite mandate (e.g., from Congress) to review the researcher's
or sponsor's formulation, then GAO participation may be useful, In
particular, when competent staff are given enough time to understand
the issues involved, they could make valuable contributions to the under-
taking and be in a better position to evaluate the evidence from the
social experiment when it fs subsequently obtained. For example, many
GAO reports on social programs of the 1960s stress shortcomings in pro-
gram formulation. To the degree that those same problems appear in future
tests of innovative programs, it is reasonable for executive agencies and
program developers to consult GAO reports in order to anticipate problems
in program formulation and to help devise alternative methods for their
solution,

The process of program development is time consuming and complicated.
Routine GAO involvement is likely to be unwarranted. Rathér, where it
is clear that GAO experience and expertise is relevant to the program at
hand, its advice cught to be sought by the agency developing the program,
Further, any such involvement must be coordinared with other principals
so that research is not delayed any more than it currently is, nor costs
increased significantly, for both long delays and significant costs

are likely to degrade the timeliness and worth of the research,
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Procurement. There does not appear to be a clear role at this stage
for GAO beyond making sure that lawful and sound contracting procedures are
used. The pro. rement stage nrf the research process i; a critical link in
the chain, however, and is not always carried out competently. GAO could
conceivably expand its role by, for example, requiring that contracts in-
clude provisions for a representative subsample of respondents to be available
for possible GAO audit and review. If the GAO is willing and able to specify
its own audit needs before the experiment is put into the field, then this
may help improve the quality of the subsequent relationship between the GAO
and the researchers. Morc generally, GAO might choose to review periodically
the procurement procedures of agencies to assay the extent to which the
procedures degrade or enhance the quality, efficiency, and timeliness of
research.

Evaluatjon Budget. Sometimes the budget for a social experiment is

inappropriate -- either too little or too much for the iob at hand. The
committee believes that GAO could exercise influence at this stage by
assessing the realism of budgets in an experiment -- provided that GAO's
experience in making such judgments is sufficient. To be useful, this
judgment must be made before the experiment is put into the field rather
than after its execution. While understanding the costs of evaluation
research, including social experimenis, independent of program costs is
complicated and difficult, the GAO may be in a good position to eneourage
better budgeting procedures and the documentation of costs as well as in a
position to propose and analyze aiternative ways of accounting for costs.
In particular, not enough is currently known about the costs of high

quality social experiments or about program evaluation more generally.
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It appears to the committee that GAO is in a good position to take a
major role in consolidating what is known about costs, in identifying
areas where by virtue of the innovativeress of a program that evaluation
costs cannot be anticipated well, and in developing guidelines on des-
cription of costs.

Design of the Experiment. The GAO has the opportunity to review

the adequacy of the statistical, managerial, and other features of the
experimental design. The review may involve assuring that ordinary
good practice in étatistical design of experiments has been recognized
by the contractor or grantee. This might include, for example, veri-
fying that: an explicit design has been constructed; that statistical
power of the.design has been examined; that the design is pertinent to
questions or hypotheses at issue; that ordinary problems in implementing
designs, such as attrition, have been anticipated, and so on. Any more
sophisticated review depends considerably on familiari:cy with a rapidly
developing state of the art, notably the way designs musc be tailored to
accommodate institutional, legal, and ethical constraints on research,
the way needs for internal validity (unbiased estimation) can be
balanced against external validity (roughly speaking, generalizability
of results), and other issues.

However, the issue of the adequacy of the design should be separated
from issues of the adequacy in formulating the research question. Judge=
ments about adequacy of design at the local (project) level can rely on
existing guidelines for good practice, though there will always be some
design issues on which reasonable experts will disagree, In addition, it

should be recognized that the state of the art in experimental des’gn is
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not always well known by expe. s iIn related substantive areas, For
example, an expert in conductir , manpower surveys is not necessarily
an expert in designing or asse sing the design of an experiment on man-
power training, There is some overlap in skills, but the discrepancy
in skills required by the two tasks ought to be recognized.

From the GAO's (1977) Background paper, the committee understands that
the GAO takes some responsibility for review at this stage and the
committee recommenas that the activity be coordinated with other agencies
with similar responsibility, The Office of Management and Budget has,
for example, routinely made reviews of some classes of survey designs.
Any GAO involvement should avoid unnecessary redundancy and significant
increases in the time and costs to the public or to the grantee or con-
tractor in review,

Implementation of the Experiment2l Design., The GAO may choose to

assess the researcher's implementation of the design in order to determine
whether randomized assignment, sampling, measurement, and so forth are
carried out according to the design plan, Since the standard for judg-
ment here is an explicit design plan, evaluative judgments are somewhat
easier to reach, Thz committee believes that the GAO can be helpful in
assuring that the design plan is well implemented. This role is, indeed,
one that the GAO has played in the past and is explicit in GAO's (1977)
Background paper for this committee,

However, in making its evaluatioms, the GAO should realize that no
research design is ever implemented perfectly and that experience and
expert judgment is essential in gauging adequacy of implementation. Given

this caveat, the GAO still can play a valuable part in assuring the cor-
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rect implementation of the design and in encouraging the adequate

doc. ton of any deviations i rom the original design. To bc most
useful in this phase of the socia' experiment, the GAO should partici-
pate during the process of design implementation rather than after

the fact,

Close of Field Operations and Data Checks. If the GAQ wishes to

assume it, there is an important role to be played at the close of field
operations. This role involves encouraging and verifying the prompt and
complete documentation of the field procedures and operations, before the
program and/or contractor staff have dispersed, Closely related to this
is encouraging the preparation of public use data filles, which can be
made available for reanalysis after the Final report (or first analyses
of the data) is completed. The GAO has the opportunity, and as we under~
stand it the resources necessary, to check such data files in order to
assure that the contents are well documented and intermally consistent,
This last activity is very much in the spirit of more traditior.al
accounting roles; it is better tied to clear standards of adequacy than
many of the other tasks discussed here, and is perhaps the most feasible
and important task so far considered.

The GAO role here may take a variety of forms. At a minimum, it may
involve merely emphasizing the need for good Jocumentation in GAO standards,
guidelin~s, or manuals for review of policy-related research. It may
involve GAO's developing more explicit guidelines than are now available
on what to document and how to document, so that quality of an experiment
is easier to understand and so that GAO's standards for quality in
documentation are satisfied. It may, through publications, catalogue

other professional group's guidelines on documentation of social science
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data files, to aid both GAO staff and agent.y staff in their adoption of

those guidelines which are most suitable for the particular experiment,
Analysis. The GAO will at times have the cpportunity to analyze or

reanalyze raw data (e.g., anonymous records on program racipients) from

the experiment. This role can be useful in the simplest sense of detecting

conspicuous errors made by a grantee or contractor. It is clearly most

important in the sense of avoiding an unwarranted reliance on a single

data analysis, and in contributing an independent analysis., GAO'sy.

analysis, like the researcher's and others' can span the entire range of

research problems: understanding ths nature, accessibility, and character

of the target group for the program; understandi:;; the degree to which the

program has been implemented in the field tests; estimating the relative

effects and efficiency of the program; making carefully justified generali-

zations beyond the immediate setting of the emxperiment; and integrating

the findings on an experiment with information from other sources. But

as the GAO recognizes, it should not use its office to override or dictate

particular analyses, 1In this respect, the GAO must be regarded by others and

must regard itself as only one of several independent analysts,

To be more specific, consider that some evaluations result in out=-
come data which can be analyzed in a variety of ways. Estimates of pro-
gram effect may differ appreciably depending on the analyses performed and
on the assumptions which underly analysis. When the GAO performs analyses
of its own, 1t shouid recognize this and be prepared to defend its
choice in professional forums. This 1is especially true for new methods
of analysis and advanced techniques that are not yet part of routine

practice. The Committee recognizes that GAO already makes it: analyses
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of a project public and does invite counterargument and comment from
staff of the agency which sponsors the project. The Committee believes
tnat the practice ought to be broadened to include comment and exchange
with the wider research community., This may include, for example,
publication of GAO analyses in scholarly journals, reports on analyses
at professional society meetings (e.g., the American Statistical
Association, Council for Applied Social Research, Evaluation Research
Society, afnd so on) so that scholarly discussion and criticism can be
fostered,

GAO can and should capitalize on anaiyses of a social experiment
which are undertaken independently of GAO and of the original experi=-
meut's staff, Secondary analysis of data from program evaluations has
been undertaken more frequently in recent years by nongovernment researchers.
And the reanalysis of data from experimental tests of ""Sesame Street"
(Cook, et al, 1974) and cthers are valuable in several senses: they are
run by researchers outside the original staff for the experiment and
will have different views about the value of the information and the way
it should be analyzed. The secondary analyst may also dedicate more
time and resources than either the original researcher or GAO have to
expend on a reanalysis. (Analyses by consultants commissioned by the

GAO are considered below,)

An Observation on Early GAO Involvement

The committee beliwves that earlier rather than later involvement by
the GAO in some program evaluations is desirable, 1In particular, it is
less productive than might otherwise be the case for the GAO to critici:e
the objectives and design of a social experiment long after the experiment's

implementation. At sucn a late stage, it is often impossible to correct
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program deficiencies and/or to implement recommendations for improving
the experiment. If the GAO were to review a program before it was put
into the field, then its criticisms and recommendations would, at least,
have the potential of being acted upon.

The committee does not believe that the GAO's rendering an early
opinion will compromise the GAO's ability to later review and criticize
the implementation of the program's objectives and design, The earlier
criticism, if not met or responded to by a sponsor or researcher, could
always be relterated in subsequent GAQ reports on the project. This view
does not deviate substantially from the current occasional practice of
early criticism, as in the case of EHAP.

Early involvement does not appear to be feasible or desirable on a
routine basis. It is most likely to be useful where GAO's experience and
expertise are clearly relevant to an experiment, and where the policy-
relevance of the study justify the increased complexity and costs
engenaered by earlier involvement, It is in the interest of the agency
sponsoring the program and its evaluation to seek expert advice and
reaction wherever it is available, including from the GAO, and GAO has some
responsibility to consider such requests, Even occasional early involve-
ment should be scheduled sc that the process of mounting the research is
not delayed unnecessarily and it should be coordinated with other princi-
pals with review responsibilities (such as OMB and non-Federal review
groups). Any review which delays an already slow process notably and
is redundant with, or less expert than, existing reviews will not enhance

the quality of r~ogram evaluations or social experiments.
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General Style of Audits

The GAO's style of operating will affect its performance in this
area and it will influence outsiders' reactions to that performance,
Three specific issues vhich may influcnce GAQ efforts to monitor quality
of research have come to the committee's attention., They include research
commnity's view of GAO's role, the enumeratinn of eriteria by which
research quality can be judged, and the experience and expertisz available
to GAO for assessing a social experiment or program evaluation. They are
discussed here briefly,

The research community's view of GAO. Some major sponsors and

researchers hold the view that audits have been traditionally mounted

to identify and dwell on problems rather than to assist in the solution to
problems or to recognize good solutions. This is not, as we understand
current GAO policy and products, a uniformly accurate view. Nonetheless,
it is important since an inaccurate and uncomplimentary view affects the
outside research comm:nity's opinion of GAO work aud interferes unneces-
sarily with scientific discussion between the GAO nd the research
community. The view that ihie GAO emphasis s deficieusy reporting creactes
a climate of confrontation rather than one of considered professional
exchange. In the worst cases, their concern is that the GAO's need to
respond to Congressional demands for audits of a program may lead to
unnecessary distraction and may do nothing to improve the quality of

their program. The committee recognizes and encourages the current GAO
emphias '3 on balanced reporting aud professional examination of topics.
But, we believe that in carrying out this role, in 2wphasizing its mis-

sion uf recognizing solutions cs well as problems, the GAO needs to make
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its efforts better known. That 1is, inaccuracies in the views held by
the research community must be dealt with, in part, by producing the best
possible quality reports and by disseminating those reports widely to

the relevant research community. In order to reduce the incidence of
inaccurate and uncomplimentary views, it is essential that GAO staff ==
who are involved in the oversight of social experiments == be most able
and be willing to develop their own skills and the GAO's reputation for
fair and capable reviews. As noted elsewhere, this can be accomplished
by the GAO staff's participation in scientific forums on social experi-
mentation and research,

In this respect, the GAO's position is analogous to that of any
secondary analyst, That is, any outside researcher who performs competing
analyses of someone else's data may provoke that person's anxiety and
suspicion. (For example, see Cook's reanalysis of Sesame Street and the
various attempts to reanalyze the Negative Income Tax data,) But, the
nature of the reactions to GAO as opposed to outside researchers differs
considerably.

Enumeration of criteria for judging research. The difference in

reaction stems partly from the fact that the GAO's criteria for the judging
of the adequacy of an experiment have not always been clear to the
researchers and from the fact that the GAO's criteria may differ notably
from those of researchers, If an academic researcher undertakes a secondary
analysis, the standards are a bit clearer to the original researcher, if
only because there is an obvious commonality of training and experience
between the two of them, The lack of obvious ccmmonality among researchers
and auditors leads to suspicions on behalf of the researchers that they

will not be "fairly" or "correctly" judged. The ambiguity in standards
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means that -- from the researcher's viewpoint -- virtually any deviation
from a design plan can be regarded by an audit agency as an error. And
this, the committee believes, increases the researcher's perception that
the GAO is more interested in fault finding than in evenhanded assessment
of the quality of research.

A related issue generating some strain between researchers and audie-
tors is that of the researcher's proprietary rights to hi: data. The
social scieniist who dedicates considerable time and energy to a social
experiment must be permitted to capitalize on that experience. The oppor-
tunity to discover and to report on unique discovery is clearly one of
the strong influences on the growth of of the sciences, Elim-
inating the opportunity or making it considerably more difficult to emerge
is 1likely to degrade the calibre of rerearch. Consequently, the committee
believes that outside secondary analysts, ‘ncluding an audit agency, should
recognize that the analysis of data and its prior publication by the
secondary analysts may preempt the original investigator. Thus, some
effort should be devoted to assuring that the original investigator's
rights to the first exploitation of the data are not violated by secondary
analysts. Of course, this does not mean that the original investigator
has the right to delay analyses indefinitely. Assurances which facilitate
public interest in sustaining both rewards for research and timely competing
analysis by an audit agency are varied. They may take the form of contract
provisions under which the researcher 1s required to release analyses, and
the statistical data on which they are based, in a specified schedule.

The assurance may take the form of GAO guidelines and policy which recog-

nize proprietary rights explicitly and which enumerate conditions under

which those rights must play a primary and a secondary role, Where conflicts
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occur, &s they must in complex and controversial research, some mechanism
for adjudicating them, such as an ombudsman, might be developed.

Expertise available to GAO. An important issue in the style of GAO

operations is the professional qualifications of GAO staff. The researcher's
concern is that the GAO staff will not be scientifically responsible in the
evaluation of his or her project., This conce:n is real, regardless of its
accuracy. In order for the GAO to function effectively in the evaluation
of social experimerits == especially with the degree of scope as the GAO's
position paper to the committee implies -- it will have to enlarge its
investment in the development of a highly skilled staff, Even then, it
will take time for the GAO to build its reputation among researchers in
this area; for it is through peer review, participation in professional
forms, publication of reports, and the like that a reputation for high
quality research is developed. The GAO's fine reputation in orthodox

audit operations may be sufficient for its traditional role, but not for
assuring high quality assessment of social experiments.

The committee agrees with the GA0 position that no single profession
is normally equipped to handle all aspects of evaluating social experiments.,
But, the technical aspects of social experiments and a fast developing
state of the art require high caliber statisticians and methodolog.. ts who
are knowledgeable abcut experimental and quasi-experimental designs. The
committee supports and encourages the GAO's efforts to develop a cadre of
internal experts and outside consultants with these skills,

The committee recognizes and applauds GAO efforts to augment staff
efforts, where necessary, by using consultants. The committee recommends,
however, that outside consultants be acknowledged by name and institutional

affiliation when tley contribute to audits of program evaluations. This
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will, the committee believes, help to enhance the quality of the advice
they offer, and help to inform the research community about the range
and caliber of adviscrs available to GAQ. 7“he committea did not dis-
cuss the matter of acknowledging authorship of GAQ reports by specific
GAO staff members. However, the idea has merit in :-lping to enhance
quality of cudits for similar reasons, just as not acknowledging indivi-

duals has some merit, (For a discussion of this issue, see Kruskal, 1978).

A Closing Comment

The ~ommittee believes that there are potential prublems as well as
benefits associated with GAO participation at any or all stages of the
research process, In particular,

It would require a substantial staff trained in statistics

and the social sciences or of soci~nl scientists trained in
auditing in order for the GAO tec participate in all or most
levels,

The demands on sponsors and researcirers will be greatly in-
creased should GAO become more involved, since any GAO audit
will parallel monitoring by other agencies and external review
groups,

The committee will not comment on the firet problem, but the second
1s considered in some detail in the following section on the "Costs and
Benefits of GAD Audits," The theme of the next section is that because
the demands on spousors and researchers are great during an audit (in
terms of time and effort) and because they can delay and increase the com-
plexi.y of the research, the GAO's role should he coordinated as much as
possible with the monitoring roles of others. The premise is that reviews
should be simultaneous (rather thai: sequential), coordinated, and not

unnecessarily redundant with othar monitoring agencies or with internal

monitoring activity of the executive agency. For example, for several
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months both the GAO and the OMB were reviewing EHA?, and -- to the committee's

knowledge -~ these reviews went or in mutual ignorance and isolation,

SECTION IV

SOME COSTS AND BENEFITS OF AUDITS

In this section, the committee offers its opinion on potential costs
and benefits of GAO audits for the researcher, the sponsor, and for the
participant in social experiments, We do not consider costs and benefits
to Congress and other agencies, nor to the general public, since they lie

well beyond the scope of this report,

For the Researcher

The potential benefits of an audit to the researcher are indirect and
delayed. One possible benefit is that GAO luvolvement in an experiment can
result In better documentation ef problems and of solutions in design,
implementation, analysis, etc., and this could help improve subsequent re-
search, That is, as the GAO contributes to what we know about percistent
problems and solutions in a large and complicated arema cf resezarch, the
research community can rely more heavily on GAO reports as a competent
source of information and independent analysis. Another potential benefit,
and perhaps a more immediate one, might be the GAO's explicit recognition
that the experiment is consistent with good research practice. This is
likely to enhance the reputation of the researcher and credibility of the
research in the short run, and it could help encourage good research
nractice in the long run.

For the researcher, the potential costs of an audit consist mainly

of increased demands on time and manpower resources in order to prepare
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documents and to meet with GAO auditors. In 3ome instances, these costs
are passed on to the sponsor, who may reimburse the researcher for the
financial costs generated by the audit. Whether or not they are, the
process of the audit may engender delays in the progress of the research
and divert attention away from research operations., The delays may be
sufficient to prevent reports from being prepared on schedule, and the
diversion from day-to-day activities may affect the quality of operations.
In considering costs and benefits to the regsearchers, the committee
is also aware of ripple effects on subcontractors. For example, whenever
a GAO audit distracts attention from a fragile research activity, influences
a research schedule, ordeflects efforts to manage an unstable network of col-
laborating institutions, then subcontractors may suffer from delays and
lack of attention from the principal “ sestigators.
A ripple effect on benefits is equally plausible: subcontractors
may mprove performance in anticipation of GAO examination of their

performance.

For the Sponsor

A possible direct bemefit of an audit to a sponsor is that the GAO's
independent and expert opinion helps improve the quality of the current
progrem and future programs of the sponsoring agency. To the extent that
the auditor's opinions and recommendations are competent, fair, and well
acticulated, the greater this benefit can be.

The potential costs of an audit to the sponsor may be both direct
ind indirect. The researcher's cost in time and resources may be charged
directly to the sponsor In terms of increased dollar costs for the experi-

ment, as was the case in LHAP., When all costs cannot be charged in this
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manner, the researchers may in future bids on contracts or grants increase
the size of their bid in order to cover the anticipated financial burden

of an audit.

For the Participant

The committee believes that the benefits of GAO reviews, though
difficult to measure and normally indirect, can be notable for the re=
search participant. The benefit is greater to the extent that the indepen-
dent review of research operations 1s timely, economical, and does not
impede the progress of research, The benefits of a GAO reinterview (in
contrast to other audit activities) for the individual research partici-
pant are not so clear. There may be a direct benefit In the same sense
that any interview carries a direct benefit: many people enjoy being
interviewed (see, for example, the National Academy of Sciences, 1978).
However, we do not have sufficient information on the matter to reach an
opinion for interviews conducted by GAO.

The conceivable costs to the research participant are likely to be
direct and notable only if reinterviews are undertaken., If agreements
on whether the GAO should reinterview are reached beforehand and 1if the
participant is informed of the agreement, then the cost to the participant
may include:

An increased demand on the participant's time, due to the
reinterviews,

An additional intrusion upon the participant's privacy.
Both can be entirely nominal demands, and the participant may agree to meet
them. However, good research practice dictates that the burdens placed on
respondents be minimized., These demands should not be made if they are
unnecessary =-= that is, if it can be shown that their benefits do not off~

set their costs.
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In the case where agreements about reinterviews are not made in advance
and if reinterviews by an audit agency breach previous assurances of privacy
and confidentiality, then the costs to the participant may be higher. The
social cost of not fulfilling an agreement is less direct and less measurable,
but it warrants serious concern. To the extent that the controversy erupts
and persists into the public domain, the greater the likelihood of costs
in terms of lost privacy to the participants. In addition, the loss of good-
will among participants may make others less willing to participate in future

social experiments.

SECTION V

ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF SPONSORS AND RESEARCHERS

Whether the GAQO will need to reinterview respondents and what roles the
GAO could most effectively take in overseeing evaluations of social experi~
ments depends partly on the normal roles of sponsors and researchers.
Consequently, the committee reviews these roles briefly here.

This section serves as general background to the earlier discussion of
alternatives to reinterview, It is more pertinent as an outline of institue
tional factors which &aZf - the quality of research, 1In particular, the com-
mittee views some of the institutional processes involved in developing a
social experiment as essential, However, the poor implementation of processes
is a problem currently being explored by researchers, by staff within execu-
tive agencies, by the GAO, and by others.

The subsection entitled 'The Researcher and Quality Control" furnishes
the committee's view on researchers' responsibilities in collecting and main-
taining data from a research project. It constitutes a basis for determining

the quality of data in GAO's examination of a project (pages 18-19).
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Roles of Sponsours

This discussion considers several ways in which the sponsors of social
experiments and of their evaluations contribute to the experiment's success
or failure. It is based heavily on work by Ilene Bernstein and Howard
Freeman (1975) a=d on "he current assessment of evaluation projects that
Freeman is undertaking with Linda Bourque. This body of work has made it
clear that successful evaluations of social experiments are as much depen-
dent on the activities of the sponsors as they are on the working styles and
outlook of evaluation researchers themselves., There are three key ways in
which sporsors influence the quality of studies.

Developing and Implementing RFPs. Almost without exception, social

experiments and their evaluations are now undertaken in response to '"Requests
for Proposals' (RFPs) issued by sponsoring agencies., Moreover, it is very
likely that this competitive bidding system will continue to be used, since
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare has taken a strong stand
against sole source contracts.

There are three aspects of PFPs that should be considered in regard to
their impact on the substantive and methodological qualily of social research.
First, many RFPs inadequately describe the research problem. In some cases,
the description is so inadequate that the prospective researchers must create
their own study ruestions. In so doing, a methodologically astute investigator
may fail to obtain a grant or contract because he has failed to second=-gucss
the intent of the study correctly. Further, many RFPs fail to describe fully
the policy considerations that led to the need for thr. social experiment or
program evaluation. And they often fail to specify the policy alternatives
that are practical and politically feasible in the event of different types
of findings resulting from the study. Without such information, it is impos-
sible to develop appropriate study designs.

Second, the time available for the preparation of good proposals based
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upon the RFPs can be notably insufficient, That is, the length of time be-
tween the advertising of the RFPs and when proposals have to be submitted is
sometimes so short that no organizatlon can be expected to develop a high
quality design., The problem is compounded when RFPs are published with many
amendments and confusing budgetary instructions, as some are. That too makes

it difficult for competent researchers to respond in a timely manner,

Finally, the quality of the award process can be very uneven. The
judgment processes range from peer-i>view procedures (similar to those at
NIH) to in-house administrators, some of whom do not have sufficient
training to make competent decisions. In addition, the awards are often
made hurriedly, e.g., a sizeable proportion of RFPs end up processed in
the last months of the federal fiscal year. See, for example, the relative
frequency of RFPs issued over the course of the year and those issued just

prior to the close of the fiscal year in Business Commerce Daily. This

minimizes the opportunities for serious and deliberate pre-decision dis-
cussions with the various bidders.

Monitoring Projects. The project monitor 1is literally the only person

who has a sustained opportunity to make sure the work is done in reasonable
conformity to the desipn, to modify the design and funding because of un-
expected contingencies, and to assure the proper conduct of the project in
terms of the protection of human subjects, privacy, and the like.

Ideally, the monitors should be persons with considerable research
experience and management ability. However, monitors vary greatly in their
research background, interest in their role, and their availability to the
project. That makes their use of advisory boards and consultants crucial,
and both should be regarded as sharing responsibility in monitoring projects.
Furtl.er, project monitors are of. hindered by federal and state regulations

that prevent them from being flexiple, even when they and the project see the
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advantages of modifications in design, budget, or time scheduie. The
clearance process required for review of educational surveys is an often
cited example of an activity with good objectives, which is unnecessarily
inflexible and for that reason, sometimes inefficlent (Carter, 1977; Duncan
and Haber, 1978). Because of these problems, monitoring often becomes a
pre forma activity, and the social control opportunities as well as con-~
sultative inputs are foregone.

Besides overseeing the project's general operations, project monitors
«..d their formal advisors can play an impertuint role in the validation of
the project's results. If they perform their role correctly, both monitors
and advisors can tustify to the adequacy of the design, its implementation,
and the data analyses.

Dissemination. The sponsors of research need to provide maximum
opportunities for the dissemination of the results of their studies. At
the present time, for example, final reports from projects are often ex-
tremely difficult for the research community to obtain. Despite their
citation and use in Congressional testimony, for example, some reports are
not printed in sufficient numbers or circulated widely outside the executive
agency providing testimony (Hedrick, et al 1978). That it is annoyingly
difficult to locate source documents cited by government reports concerning
topics other than program evaluation is also clear (Kruskal, 1978). The

publication of compendiums, such as GAO's (1976) Fedeiral Program Evaluations,

can make identification »f pertinent reports much simpler. The dissemin-
ation of information, including reports, is important for two reasons.
First if studies are worth doing and worth supporting, then their findings

should be made knowr to the widest possible audience. This is true whether
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or not the projects are '"successful." It is equally important that studies
revealing a lack of success and efficacy of social interventions be known
as well as those that indicate the value of particular p-ograms.

Second, dissemination serves as another control mechanism for improving
the quality of research. If researchers and sponsors realize that their
work will be subject to public and peer scrutiny and that this scrutiny may
influence their personal careers, then they are likely +» perform better.
Under ideal circumstances, sponsors of research not on ; should disseminate
studies widely and provide notices of completed studies to a broad audience,
they should encourage the pre. »ntation of professional papers and the publi-
cation of results in professional journals. Such efforts would not only
work toward improving the quality of individual investigations, but would
cumulatively result in higher quality work in general.

The Researcher and Quality Control of Data

One important responsibility of the sponsors and researchers is insuring
the quality of the data collected and processed. However, there is no one
set of standards for quality that apply equally well to data collection
activities for all social experiments or sacial program evaluations. Al-
though any set of standards 'vould nave to be tailored to particular settings,
the committee can identify general guidelines to reasonable practice, which
can be used to help assure the quality of the resultant data. The committee
outlines them here primarily bucause the researcher's quality comtrol
procedures are an important factor to be weighed by an auditor in deciding
upon the scope of an audit. In particular, the better the quality control
procedures used by the researcher, the less the need for auditors to re-

interview respondents.
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Basic considerations in assaying quality of research data are
described in Riecken et al (1974), Nunnally and Durham (1975), and other
contempora-y texts. Advances in the area are reported in proceedings of
specialized meetings, e.g., on health statistics, by the National Center for
Health Services Research (1977) and an attitude measurement by Sinaiko and
Broedling (1976), for example. Recent monographs which summarize research
on factors influencing quality include for instance Ferber's (1966) text
on financial reporting, and Sudman & Bradburn's (1974) reports on over 200
such projects, Bibliographies, such as the ones produced by the U.S. Census
Bureau (1974), Dalenius and Lyberg (1976), Kulley (1974), and others are
also pertinent.

The following remarks concevn quality beginning at the stage at which

research participants are sampled.

Objectives and Indices. The basic objectives of quality control

systems in date collection and processing are to assure (a) the validity
of sampling and (b) the reliability and validity of the measures. Roughly
speaking, the validity of sampling me-ns :hat the actual sampl surveyed
(e.g., individuals, schools, firms, etc.) should match the target sample
as closely as possible. Reliability and validity of measures refer to the
interpretability of the participants’' responses under =ome explicit criteria
(i.e., the measures correctly assess the behaviors, qualities, etec., that
they are supposed to and that they do this in a consistent -~ relinble —-
fashica).

This implies that the researcher has a clear responsibility to justify
and specify the population and the sampling frame from which the sample will

be drawn, to justify and specify the sampling plan in detail, and to provide
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a complete accountiug of the sample units (e.g., persons, housing units).
These responsibilities are usually met by supplying quantitative indices

of sampling valility after the research is underway, such as response rates.
For long term experiments and lonpgitudinal surveys, these indices become
more elaborate, since respunse rates vary over time and over experimental/
control groups. Indices of reiiability should also be provided in the

form of either short-term test-retest (stability) measures or of internal
consistency measuras.

Field Operations. In the field, quality control mechanisms generally

include the selectiou, training, and monitoring of interviewers and/ur
test administrators om a sampling basis., It is the researcher's respousi-
bility to make explicit this process.

One aspect of the monitoring of data (ollection is generally built
around a centralized internal editing procedure. Usually, thils involves
some Sorm of supervisorial verification of a fraction of the sample: that
is, supervisors may reinterview respondents on the sampling list by telephone
or in person in order to verify that they were indeed contacted by the
intervievers, that particular questions were asked and (in some cases)
that they provicad particular responses to key items. 1In very large
surveys this practice is common, but it is less so in smaller scale studies.
Another method of monitoring for verification purposes, especilally in large,
complex expe:iwents, is the review of individual (inrerview) protocols for
internal inconsistencies. Less common and usually experimental devices
for monitoring include taje recordings of actual intcrviews (especially of

telephone interviews) and interviewing in the presence of superviscrs.
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One important responsibility in the monitoring of data collection
is complete documentation, i.e., maintaining of a management log, record,
or archive that includes descriptions of special problems and their so-
lutions. Such a management log documents, therefore, any deviations from
the original design.

Pilot Tests. Aside from supervisory checks on the process of inter-
viewing or testing, it is generally advisable that pilot tests and side
studies of reliability and validity be carried out. For instance, pilot
tests of an achievement test used in compensatory education programs will
be essential whenever the test itself is new or is a standardized test being
applied to a novel target group. Similarly, pilot tests of attitude measures,
personality inventories, rating scales, and the like are customary in large
studies to assure that the responses are interpretablg (i.e., meaningful).
It is the responsibility of the researcher to make explicit plans for such
pilot rests or later side studies, to justify their presence or absence in
the context of the particular project, and to provide the results of these
studies.

Data Processing. Quality control over data processing is generally

designed to assure that the translation of responses from hard copy (i.e.,
the raw data of the questionnaires, etc.) to magnetic tape or IBM punch cards
is as accurate as possible. Usually, the hard cepy is fant to a central
processing station, where the quality control is exercised. Part of the
quality control system involves the training of coders who translate the
hard copy into machine readable codes. 1In the case of massive studies, the
coder's work is often checked at the 100 percen: level for a brief period

during or after training, and later at the 10-20 percent level. For some
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major studies, there is an additional checking of the keypunching in order
to catch typographical errors. Regardless of the specific nature of the
checks, the researcher should make explicit the statistical quality control
standards used and the procedures employed, and should maintain records or
results of the control process.

The next step in the process is often the machine editing of magnetic
tape or cards. The typical criteria here include range checks to assure
that all transcribed observations fall within prescribed bounds for the
measures, and internal consistency checks to assuve that respouses are con-
sistent or reasonable. For instance, a punch card shcwing that an individual
has an income of $60,000 per year and lives in a house worth $3,000 would
imply an error in transcription or response. It would "fai " a test of
reasonableness or corsistency of responses and be flagged for further
scrutiny.

Because no standards of control are uniformly applicz le, and because
control at this stage is typically necessary, the committee alieves that it
is the responsibility of the researcher to describe explicitly the control
procedures. The information should be available to the GAO aud the community
of researchers.

A number of professional organizations have undertaken workshops to
develop better documentation standards and guidelines for social science
resear-:h, e.g. the Internation:.. Associa.ion for Social Science Information
Service and Technology (IASSIST), the National Bureau of Economic Research,
and others. As those guides become available and as they are tested in the
field, they will represent a useful source of guldance for both the research

community and the GAO.
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A Joint Responsibility: Public Access to Data

An additicnal responsibility of researchers and sponsors should be
the dissemination of reports and data. Currently, it 1s normal practice
for government sponsors to equire a final report on a project evaluation.
However, many such reports are not disseminated widely, if e¢ all, beyond
the researcher and the sponsor. In particular, low quality evaluations
and social experiments are rarcly reported in public forums and often are
not even stored. Consequently, they are not accessible to compet e~
critics or other interested parties.

The committee believes that final reports should be accessible ana
disseminated as widely as possible and that this is the responsibility of
researchers and spcnsors alike.

There are several ways in which the GAO may be able to ase . i-. 10",

coverage of "evaluations" in reports such as Federal Program Evaluations

(U.S. Generai Accounting Office, 1%76) can help to assure that the public
is informed about the projects. The development of GAO guidelines on over-
sight car and should sticos the need for dissemination, to assure public
scrutiny of reports, and to facilitate reanlaysis by interested membe < of
the research community. In cases where GAQ oversight is intensive, as in an
audit, verification of the existence and adequacy of reports should be
roucire. More generally, GAO can assist by encouraging the dissemination
and reanalysis of reports by the wider community, in its discussions with
agencies, in its staff preseatations at professional meetings, and the like.
In addition, it is also reasonable to assure the availability of
statistical data generated by the experiment along with the pertinent docu-

mentation. In particular, the data ought tc be available for reanalysis.
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Keanalysis can be justified on scientific grounds, since criticism and
examination can help to better judgr the quality of the project an! to
make informed recommendations for future research.

While the responsibility for assuring the availability of such "public
access data files" should fall to the researchers and the sponsors, there
is no uniform and well articulated policy as yet. Nonetheless, the committee
believes that 's is an 1ssue whicht mus. be ccusidered by the researchers
an. sponsors and by the GAO, in those cases where the contract, grant, or
a law requires it. In the long run. il.e availability of such data files
would F2 beneficial to the GAO, since GAO could then capitalize on a variety
of competing analyses of the data in its own review of projects.

In most projects no sperial privacy problems are engendered by the

release o. statistical records. In particular, the deletion of id ntifi-

cat: :dividual research participants will offten be sufficient to
sv - . - .- privacy. In those cases where deductive disclosuie is
o . Jie st-ategies developed to minimize or eliminate the problem

can be ised. They are catalogued in pubhlications issued by the U.S. Census

Bureau, and other agencies and new developments are reported often in the

Proceedings of the Ameri  Statistical Association and similax sources.
The committee - _vvo that GAO can assist in encouraging that statis-

tical data be made available for reanalysis. It way do so by recognizing
the value of competing analysis in its pnlicy statements on oversight and

in ite guidelines and manuals on evaluating evaluations. It may dc so,

in the projects suvbjected to intensive CAO review, by verifying that statis-
tical data which are supposed to be available to the sponsor or research

community are indeed available and well documented. GAO may do so by
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documenting the availability of data in its compendiums on Fedaral program
evaluetious. And it may do so by capitalizing on competing analyses done

outside GAO when a project is subjected iu major review,

SECTION VI

RECOMMENDATINNS

These recommendatjons were developed in order to facil.tate the GAO's
nonitoring of the quality of social experimental research. The ~omm ttee
offers them with the understanding that any such monitoring must ve designed
50 as to minimize the likelihood of disrupting the research or of maliing
research a more costly and time consuming process. This theme is explicit
in the {uncil's contract with the GAO. The following recomms ndations tear
on specific actions as well as on the general role of the GAO, since -- in
the committee's view -- the two are inseparable.

Alternatives to Reinterviews

A,1,The GAO should vr:cognize tie research tradition that underlies the
soci.l scientists' assumrtions about che impact of unplanned events
on experimental results (see references in Appendix II). Social
scientists assume that it is difficult to anticipate the consequenc:s
that may result from an unplanned or unanticipated intervent:on
-- including audits -- which are outside of the (experimental) study
design. Furthermore, exnerience has taught social scientists that
the resulting biases in the data are difficult to estimate and may
be impossible to elimirare. This should be recoer‘zed in GAO manuals

whicii guide the oversigh process and in GAO policy governing ov sight.
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The current evidence on disruptiocns of research by unanticipaced
or unplanned interventions is sufficient to support the plausibility
of this basic assumption. However, it is not sufficient to allow
prediction of the direction and magnitude of biases in particular
instances, such as those that might be introduced by GAQO reinterviews.
The GAO should recognize that as a matter of policy and practice
reinterviews of respondents in social experiwents areoften unnecessary.

The first and more crucial reason for this view is that quality,
especially poor quality in reseavch, will generally be obvious well
in advance of any reinterviews. The existence and quality of the
researcher's sample design and sampling procedures. the use of quality
control procedures for surveys and data processing, the conduct and
results of pilot tests are usually a sufficient basis for judging
quality. They must be sufficient where responses in research are
provided anonymously.

The second reason for the view is that results ¢f reinterviews
may be difficult to interpret or may be uninterpretable. For example,
differences in the style of GAO and researcher's interviews, in the
timing of the original and the reinterviews, in the auspices of the
two interviews, etc. can be expected to produce differences in the
answers participants give in the original interview and in the GAO
reinterview. In addition, the respondents' behaviors may change
over time. Whea disc-epanries are found between the rescarcher's
and the GAO's interviews then, they cannot be easily and directly

ascribed to problems or deficiencies in the research interviews.
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In those few cases where reinterviews are deewmed essential,
the coniitions of the reinterviews should then match as closely
as possible the conditions of the original interviews so that the
results can be more interpretable,

The CAO should recognize that alternatives to reinterviews of

research participants can be used to gauge the quality of data,

while at the same time reducing the risks of disrupting the research.

The alternatives considered in detail in the earlier remarks are:

(a) Restricting the range of topics for reinterview to those
i~ which the GAO has a critical interest and trying to
reach agreemeat with the researchers on those topics as early
as possible.

(b) Engaging in parallel interviews by auditors of a sample
which is independent (i.e., non-overlapping) of the program
sample, but drawn from the identical target population and
using the same inf:cview mechods as those of the researcher.

(c) Using surrogates for GAO staff for reinterviewing, when-
ever GAO's auspices per se may have a disruptive effect or
when GAO staff do not have the appropriate experience,
qualifications, or time for reinterviewing.

(d) Reinterviewing of a subsample of the researcl :r's sample.
Subsample reinterviewing may result in a decrease in the
subsample's cooperation in the research or otherwise in-
fluence its future responses. Since such a 'contamination"
of the subsample is possible, the overall research sample's

size should be augmented so that contamination can be
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assayed and so that the reinterviewed subsample can be

discarded without damaging the main study if contamination

is serious.

The GAO should initiate its review of some projects as early as
feasible in the project's life cycle in order to maximize the
utility and effectiveness of its oversight.

This recommendation is made for the sake of anticipating
privacy-related problems as early as possible, and for the sake of
enhancing the quality of GAO reviews more generally. 1In a sense,
this recommendation extends and reiterates current GAO practice.

It is intended to emphasize the importance of that practice. In
making the recommendation, the committee realizes that early involve-
ment in all projects i3 not feasible or desirable.

In some cases, early invo.vement may mean beginning at the RFP stage
of the research process. In any event, the GAO should develop mech-
anisms for early involvement in consultation with sponsoring agencies
and researchers. In this spirit, the GAO should be open to receiving
questions and requests for advice tendered by researchers and sponsoring
agencies.

This recommendation also stems in part from the recogni~ion that
in order to capitalize on some alternatives to reinterview, it is
necessary for the GAO to make its interests and intentions known to
the sponsors and researchers early in the research process. For
example, if the GAO intends to reinterview a subsample, then the
researchers need to know this so that at the design stage the size

of the main sample can be augmeaited to accommoda.e the loss of the
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reinterviewed subsample. Similarly, identifying the types of
information that are most likely to be of interest to the GAO
should occur at the design stage so that participants in the
study can be made aware of the possibility of being audited, as

a condition of their informed consent in agreeing to participste.

Testing for the Effects of Audits

A. 5.

The GAO should not mount a major testing program in-house.
However, small-scale special purpose research projects may be
warranted.

Although in the long term the understanding of the effects,
problems, and solutions resulting from CAO oversight (e.g., re-
interviews) need to be investigated and understood, the committee
believes that a formal program of tecting would demand a notable
investment of time and manpower. Givea that reinterviews by an
audit agency will rarely be necessary and that reasonable alterr- -
tives exist to reinterviews, it is questionable whether the ex-~
penditure of resources to studying the consequences of reinter-
views would be commensurate with the knowledge obtained.

(a) A smal'-scale program should include, at rhe very least, a
systematic documentation of the GAO's experiences in both
initial interviews and reinterviews. This would be helpful
to researchers in their anticipating GAO involvement in the
future and it would be useful in developing hypotheses about

the concequences of GAO involvement.
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(b) A small-scale program must capitalize on the advice of
other agencies which have considerable experience in such
methodological investigations (e.g., the Bureau of the
Censur, National Center for Health Statistics). These
and other federal agencies hav: mounted strong reseavch
programs tc test the effects of interviewing methods and
style and to identify methods of reducing costs to and
burden on respondents.

(c) A small-scale program might be targeted towards a particular
research project or cl -s of prnjects in order to develop an
understanding of how the cooperation and behavior of re-
spondents is affected by the GAO's intervention.

In this case, a sensible strategy would be to make plans
in cooperétion with the agency undertaking the social experi-
ment so that tests of the effects of reinterview in particular,
or of audits more generally, could be built into the socicl
experiment. For example, such tests may involve augmenting
the research sample used in the experiment so that a subsample
could be assigned to the GAO for testing. Pilot testing of a
varietv of methods of reinter..ewing and/or intorming respondents
of reinterviews might be undertaken, for instance.

kole and Style of Operation

B. 6. The GA) should prepare a document clarifying its possible and
likely roles in the evaluation of social experiments, and this

document should be distributed widely among sponsors and researchers.



68

Such a statement would enhance communication with the
research community and increase its understanding of the ways
in which GAO involvement might help to improve research, The
preparation of the document may serve to identify aress of
unnecessary or unfeasible involvement and to sharpen the GAO's
ability to allocate resources in this area. The statement would
better enable sponsors and researchers to anticipate the occur-
rence of audits and the types of information that may be required
by the GAO. This may lead to fewer misunderstandings and greater
cooperation.
The GAO should coordinate its oversight activities as much as
possible with those of other agencies.

Such coordination would help lessen the difficulty of
doing field research in the sense that it would avoid repetitious
and redundant demands upcn sponsors, researchers, and monitors
of social experiments. The current sporadic, and often simul-
taneous —-- but uncoordinated -- reviews by the GAO and other
agencies (e.g., OMB) place great demands upon the resources of
sponsors and researchers in an inefficienc manner. That is,
sponsors and researchers may be forced to 0 over exactly the

same ground with differeat review agencies.

Because formal scientific tests of social programs are a relatively

new undertaking, even greater emphasis than usual should be placed
on establishing and documenting solutious to problems in GAOD

reports, manuals, and policy.
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The GAO's traditional emphasis on deficiency reporting is

decreasing, and the committee wishes to encourage this trend towards
a more evenhanded treatment of research proiects. A better balance
in the reporting of the "good" along with the "bad" will be more
helpful to the Congress, the sponsors, and the researchers, as well
as to the GAO in developing an understanding of the nature of social
research. Furthermore, an emphasis oun deficiency reporting is counter-
productive in a research context where many problems cannot be antici-
pated, since such an emphasis leads to unnecessary disagreements between
auditors and r=searchers. Finally, an equally vigorous interest in
solutions to identified problems could enhance the quality of future
research or the future implementation of programs.
The committee recognizes and endorses the GAO's efforts to diversify
and develop staff with experience and expertise in the review of social
experiments, Accelerated development of staff and augmentation of staff
in this area is essential for effective review, and the committee
encourages acceleration,

This emphasis needs to be strengthened by mechanisms such as the

following:

(a) More training of GAO staff in theory, methodology, and

practice of social experiments is warranted.

Short courses are likely to be helpful, but insufficient. In-
tensive training at the graduate level would be more useful, especially

if a leave policy permitting the training were instituted.
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(b) The GAO should encourage its svaff tc participate actively
in professional associations concermed with evaluation
research, in the publication of its staff’s work in pro-
fessional journals, and to otherwise become an active
member of the wider evaluation research community.

This would be beneficial to the development of the GAO
staff's professional competency (in the area of evaluation
research and social experimentation) and to the wider dis-
semination of the products of GAO reviews.

The GAO should take an active role in helping to develop guide-

lines on the management and budgeting of social experiments and

their evaluation.

The GAO has considerable experience in examining the budgeting
and maragement of research and that experience could be used to
stimulate the development of better guidelines. In the committee's
view, this is an area in which social researchers could benefit
greatly from expert advice and guidance.

For example, the GAO might construct a document on budgeting

similar to its paper on Evaluacion and Analysis to Support

Decision Making. 7The GAO might encourage other agencies with

such ~xpertise to pool resources with the GAO in joint efforts

to improve current practices in social experimeuts aid evaluations.
In ary event, the focus of the effort should be on guidelines

(as opposed to hard and fast rules) for budgeting, procurement,
staffing, etc. The guidelines should recognize the major dif-
ferences between the problems of budgeting for social experiments
and those for other types of research (e.g., notably hardware

developm~nt, such as airaraft).
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APPENDIX I

Report Contents and Contract Requirements

This appendix relates sections of the committee's report to specific
requirements of the SSRC-GAO contract (No. 7130078) of March 1977, as
amended on March 10, 1977 and January 16, 1978. Page nurvers in parenthueses
below refer to pages in the contract, and paragraph numbers (e.g., Y3)
refer to the following worl. statements from the amended =ontract.

f1: Identifying jointly with GAO a sample of field
experiments audited by GAO and other organizations
over the past eight years;

12 Exploring with the principal investigators some of
tuose projects and the possible positive arnd/or
negative effects of those audits on their research
results with a view toward ilentifying and analyzing
alternative methods by which GAO might meet its
legislated responsibilities for werforming program
audits or evaluation of sociali resezrch and sociail
experiments;

%3 Directing staff in the conduct of evaluation
of potentially less intrusive or more beneficial audit
procedures for field rcsearch projects:

4 1 Preparing a report on the results of :he work that
will include discussion of the work, its findings,
conclusions, and recommendations; and,

%5 Giving consideration in its conclusions and racom-
mendations to implications of recent Federal and
State legislation affecting privacy of information
and fair information practices, and to any conclusions
and recommendations of bodies such as the Privacy
Protection Study Commission, insofar as they are
relevant to GAO's reviews of social experiments.



SECT1ON I: EVIDENCE ON THE TMPACT OF GAO AUDITS

It is relevant to %2 and 43. 1In addition to the literature sum-
marized in Section T, Council staff in conjunction with GAO staff
attempted to locate audits by the GAO and/or state audit agencies that
would be relevant to thc committee's concerns. These efforts resulted
in the identification of only one case involving reinterviews: The
Experimental Hcusing Allowance Program (EHAP). Council staff conducted
several interviews and reviewed files at Abt Associates (Cambridge,
Massachusetts), the Department of Housing and Urlan Development (HUD -
Washington, D.C.), the General Accounting Office (Washington, T .C.), the
Rand Corporation (Washington, D.C.), and at the Urjan Institute (Weehington,
D.C.) in order to review the audits of EHAP by the GAO and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). 1In additicn, the committee has considered
the audit experiences of the New Jersev Graduated Work Incentive Experi-~
ment and the Educational Performance Contracting Experiment.
SECTION II: ALTERNATIVES TO REINVERVIEWS

In direct response to Y3.
SECTION III: THE ROLE OF GAO IN SOCIAL EXPERIMENTS

This section is intended to provide generzl background and context

to the committee's recommendations.

SECTION 1IV: SOME COSTS AND BENEFITS OF AUDITS
This section is pertinent to contract requirements generally and

lays some of the basis for the committee’s conclusions and recommendations.



SECTION V: ROLE AND RESPONSTBILITIES OF RESEARCHERS AND SPONSORS

Like the precicding section, it is pertinent to contract requirements
in general.
SECTION VI: RECOMMNNDATION:

This is in response to Y4, as is the entire report. In preparing
the report, the comnmittee has taken into account 95, with privacy of

information considerations being discussed where relevant.
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Audits of EHAP

July i5, 1977
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The Depurtment of Housing and Urban Levelopment's (HUD) Experimental
Housing Allowaace Program (FHAP) has been reviewed or audited thraie times
since its beginning in 1970: once by the 0ffice 5f Management and Budgets
(OMB) and twice by the General Accounting Office (GAO). The following
report will briefly summarize the purpose and nature of these reviews
and discuss the possibility of testing the impact of the latest GAO

audit on EHAP.

- The OMB Review

Within a year of the passage of legislation authorizing an experi-
mentsl program to test the feasibility nf housing allowance, OMB instituted
a review of EHAP that for several months blocked the implementation of the
experiments, The review commerced in August 1971 and officially ended in
October 1972, The Director of OMB (George P. Shultz) requested an abeyunce
of all but the Demand Experiment. This abeyance effestively stopped work
on EHAP from progreceing beyond the design stage during the period of
March 29, 1972 until October 3, 1972.

The OMB review consisted mostly of discussions between HGD and OMB
staff that centered around design issues and the implications of an

eventual implementation of a natinnal housing allowance program. OMB



directed a series of questions about EHAP to HWUD on 3 c.-~asioms: in
August 1971, March and July 1972, The first set of questions dealt with

a series of mainly macro-economic questions about the design, price effects
‘@.8., price ard income elasticities for the total housing market),
budgetary impacts, The questions were quite general and broad, and they
were accompanied by a request for a written report within six wouths.

Many of the questions probably could not be answered properly until the
completion of the experiments, which indicated a misunderstanding of the
experimental program by OMB,

However, by the time of the second set of questions, this misunder-
standing seemed to have been cleared up. These questions were also broad
runging, but addressed a variety of issues concerning the general rationale
and ne~d for a housing allowance experiment. In particular, the questions
evidenced a concern with how the experiment would €it in with existing HUD
programs and how a housing allowance program would fit in with President
Nixon's proposals for welfare reform. This latter concern may have been
a key consideration behind the review and the order to hold off implementing
the experiment. In Shultz' letter of March 29, 1972 calling for the abey-
ance of EHAP, Shultz cited the following concerns:

o The experiment appears to a demonstration or pilot program

rather than an experiment. He was anxious about the pro-

gram laying the groundwork for an operational program and
establishing a fait accompli;

o The budget costs of an operational program would be
enormous and not fit into planned Federal budgets in the
forseeable future;

[\] The desirability of earmarking funds for housing alluwances
goes against the proposed Nixon welfare reform of doing
away with earmarked funds for welfare in general.

In closing his letter, Shultz commented that

". ..y immediate concern is that the scale of the demonstration
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Pros cam together with the extent to which it deals with tech-

nical isgues will leave many with the impression that a decision

haz been made to go in the direction of housing allowances,

when no such decision has actually been made,"

In the continuing discussions of EHAP, a variety of documents about
the design and proposed implementation of the experiment were sent to
OMB and discussed in verson with OMB staff. Throughout this period, OMB
continued to wonder whether the experiment was necessary and whether or not
answers to EHAP expe~ ‘mental questions might not be obtainable through
secoadary analyses of existing data. The third set of OMB questions, which
were sen: to HUD in July 1972, raised this issue again and asked about
whether the design would consist of the right mix of experimental sites to
permit generalization to the national housing market, how EHAP fit with
current HUD programs of housing asgistance, and about the anticipated
statistical a~curacy and coufidence of experimental results.

Finally, on August 31, 1972, OMB lifted its abeyance request by
leaving the final decision of whether or not to proceed to Secretary
George Romney (of HUD). 1In this letter, OMB stated its reservations about
the reliability of the conclusions that EHAP would be able to provide and
about the "timeliness of these conclusions with respect to the policy
debate over housing allowances."” OMB was concerned that EHAP (1) will
Dot monitor systematically changes in the supply of new housing throughout
entire housing markets; (2) will not be able to ass~ss the impact of housing
allowances in the absence of other subsidized housing programs, since these
will be allowed to operate normally during the experiment; (3) will not
be able to shed light on landlords' and :nvestors' behaviors during a
permenant housing allowance program -- OMB suggested chat 5 to 10 years

is toc brief of a period for the impact of housing allowances to be felt;



(4) will not be abie to generalize from just two SMSAs of 250,000 people;
(5) will not be able to separate out the wariety of causes influenciug
housing supply and costs in the Supply Exveriment; and (6) will not be
able to produce usable information soon enough to help in policy decisions,
In closing, OMB recommended the stopage ( f the Supply Experiment, but the
continuation of the Demand and Administrative Agency Experiments.

HUD chose to proceed with all three components of EHAP, and so
informed OMB on October 3, 1972, Ixcept for the occasional transmission

of documents to OMB, this ended the review of EHAP b OMB.

The GAD Reviews

The First Review

The first GAO review of EHAP consisted mostly of an evaluation of
the overall desfgn of the experiments and a summary of the housing
allowance concept and of previous housing allowaAnce programs in the U.S.
and abroad. The review process started (1/72) before the final design
of EHAP had been completed aand before contractors had been selected. For
awhile, both the GAO and OMB audits were taking place simultaneously,
although there appears to have been little to no exchange of information
between GAO and OMB, By the completion of the first review in September
1973 (date draft reports were released for comments), all three EHAP experi-
ments were beyond the design stage and were at various points of operation‘liza-
tion of the designs: the Administrative Agencies Experiment (AAE) was
enrolling participants at all eight sites; the Demand Experiment was in the
midst of its first year of operation; and the Supply Experimant was
screening occupants of housing units in Green Bay and attempting to

finalize negotiations in the selection of a second experimental site,
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The purpose of the GAO review seems to have been to (1) evaluate the
general design of the experiments; (2) review the cperation of the con-
tractors and HUD during the sturt-up phase; (3) make projections of the
costs of the experiment over its anticipated lifespan; (4) review the con-
cept and background of housing allowances. The audit consisted of inter-
views and discussions with personnel at HUD, Rand, Abt, Urtun Institute,
and at zite offices of the exveriments. The auditcis received numerous
documeﬁts spelling out the design of EHAP and procedures for implementing
the design. rlhe audit was conducted by Charles Stokes =- an urhan
economist at the University of Bridgeport -- who was a Faculty Fellow
at GAO from about June 1972 until July 1973, This makes the initial
review of EHAP an atypical GAO audit,

The relationship between HID and GAO in regard to EHAP zot off to
a rather rocky start in the first review. In early 1971 the EHAP staff
was quite small and consequently was heavily burdened during the start-
up phase of the experiments., Thus, when GAQ requested to set up appoint-
ments to discuss EHA:, the appointments were frequently postponed or
shortened by HUD in order to deal with more pressing and relevant matters
(from HUD's point-of-viaw), This lead GAO to perczive a lack of cooperation
with their review, which tainted the atmosphere of the review for some time,
Eventually, this scheduling problem was overcome, and frequent and regular

meetings between HUD and GAQO were held.

The Second Taview

Near the beginning of the first review of EHAP, GAO indicated 1its
intention of probably reviewing the operatfon of EHAP at a later date.
That second review commenced with the ‘transmission of several FHAP annual

reports to GAO in February 1975. The scope of the second r :view was much
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greater than the earlier audit in that it went beyond questions of
das{;a to include an evaluation of the actual implementation of the
design and reinterviews of recipients of housing allowances at three
of the experimental sites,

GAO audits consist of three pnases of operation: Survey, Review,
and Reporting phases. The survey phase consists of a general collection
of background materials, discussions with personnel, observation of pioce-
dures, and like in an attempt to obtain general informatioa about the
audited project wnd to discover problem areas that might deserve more in-
tensive investigaction during the review phase. Thus, the survey phase 1is
a reconnaissnce expedition guided by very general questions. During this
phase the auditors themselves are not positive about what they are looking
for. If they find nothing that ™looks funny," then the audit might well
stop here., However, if problems come to their attention, then more
intensive, directed probing occurs during the review phase,

During the survey phase, GAO and HUD (with its contractors) imnediately
collided over direct access to recipients of housing allowances. GAO believed
that it was necessary to interview participants and to inspect thelr housing
in srder to test whether procedures and guidelines were being properly
administered. In short, GAO wanted to investigate whether the 'right"
people were receiving housing allowances and whether their housing was
indeed albove standards set by HUD., From GAOQ's perspective, no amount of
reviewing procedure manuals or of observing the processing of data would
be sufficient te answer this bagic quescion. 1In order to confirm the
quality of the data, it was necessary to go straight to the source of the
data (i.e., respondents), according .o GAO, However, HUD and its contrac-

tors expressed deep concern about this violation of pledges of confidentiality



made to participants and about the subsequeant consequences that this
would have for the validity of the experimv.ots themselves.

GAO and HUD did not have too much difficulty in arriving at arrange=
ments for GAC to observe and evaluate the processing of data. GAO represen-
tatives weie able to visit EHAP sites in Green Bay, Witconsin; Salem,
Oregon; Pittsburghk, Pemnsylvania; Jacksonville, F'orid: and to observe
thelr operations. In addition, GAO staff visitec i central offices
of Rand and Abt in order to review operations there. Hers they were able
to trace the prucessing of individuals® data, but with identiiiers removed
(1.e., they could follow a siugle parson's file through data processing
procedures without knowing who the person wai). This was a procedure
that was satisfactory to both GAU and HUD.

However, the impass over direct access to individuals (i.e., fac:-=to-
fact interviews and review of their files) continued from about April
1975 until about June 197G6. HUD and ita contractors offered various com-
promiszes, including fact-to-face interviews by a third-party (e.g., a CPA
firm). During these negotiations, the general open-endedness of the survey
phase of the GAO audit proved frustrating to the experimenters. From their
perspective, they could not get a '"straight answer" from GAO when they
asked what it was that GAO wanted to se-.. A definitive answer was not
possible, since GAO auditors did not know exactly what would be of interest
to them. They had broad guidelines, but only experience with EHAP would
provide them with specific questions and leads to tollow. dowever, while
aware of the potential hazar.is to the experiment, GAO continued to believe
that direct access vo participants was essential to its audit's integrity.

In addition, GAO auditors argued that an audit would be pari of the "real
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world"” of housing allowances, should the program ever be implemented.
Thus, GAO staff reasoned, shouldn't audits be part of the experimental
enviromment as well? Finally, GAO believed, from .ts pas: experiences,
that its interviews would not be disruptive, since people distinguish
GAO audits from other types of investigations by other governmental
agencies,

Eventually, a compromise was developed that allowed GAO auditors to
interview participants who had given prior permission to be reinterviswed.
Samples of 100 participants were selected in Salem, Green Bay, and
Pittsburgh. These individuals were invited by letter to be interviewed.
Those consenting were eventually interviewed and their housing was
inspected. GAO was not given the namcs of individuals who declined to
be interviewed. During these interviews, GAO asked questions about the
participants' amount and source of income and evaluated the condition of
their housing unit. GAO didn't use a standard questionnajire, and each
auditor team asked its own set of questions. (Each auditor team had
received training from EHAP's local statf.) In most instances, GAO's ques=
tions were limited to omes that EHAP asked of its respecndents, but at one
site these questions were supplemented by others (i.e., instead of only
asking an open-ended question about sources of income, GAQ includied a check=-
list asg well),

By the time these reinterviews occurred, the danger of their
impacting on EHAP had decreased considerably. Both the Demand and the
Administrative Agencies Experiments were 1. their terwination phases. Both
had completed their collection of experimental daca prior to the GAO
interviews, At the time of GAO interviews, participants were teing trans-

ferred from the housing allowance programs to other housing assistance
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programs, In effect, the experimnents were completed, and the housing
allowance programs were nearly finished.

In the case of the Supply Experiment, the situation is slightly
different. The Supply Experiment's sources of data corsist of (1) samples
of landlord§, tenants, and homeowners tied to particular housing units (i.e,
the sampling unit 1s the dwelling unit) and (b) the files and records of
the housing allowance offices in Green Bay and South Bend. The Supply
Experiment is acheduled to continue for another year (into 1978) and
the housing allowance program itself will continue for another five
years beyond the experiment's termination. Now, GAO's sample consisted
of 100 participants (i.e., recipients) in the housing allowance program,
Very few of the recipients (2900 households) in the housing allowance
program are included in the samples of landloxds, tenants, and home=-
owners, Thus, next to none of these individuals fell into the GAD sample.
In short, the population of the GAO sample is the recipients of housing
allowances; the population of the Rand Supply Experiment sample is the
housing units with their associated tenants and owners. Thus, the
experimental samples cannot be 'contaminated" by the GAQ intervicws,
except by some gen-<ralized indirect effects (e¢.g., negative publicity in
the newspap~r; and there does not seem to have been anything like this).

However, the Supply Experiment might afford the opportunity for a
limited test of the impact of the GAO interviews, It may be possible to
compare changes in the characteristics of the GAQ sample with changes
in those of the Rand experimental population. That is, the characteris=~
tics of the GAO interviewees is known as of the datc of the interviews
(July 1976) and they can be ascertained as of now., Similarly, the

characteristics of the 2900 houscholds enrolled to receive housing
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allowances is known as of July 1976 and can be ascertained for now. One
might compare changes in these groups over time in terms of (a) reported
income and sources of income, (b) condition of housing, (c) participation
rates in EHAP, (d) household size and composition, aml (e) reasons for
dropping out of EHAP. The meaningfulness of this analysis would be
complicated by the fact that the GAO interviewees are a self-selected
group to some extent (i.e., 67% of the 100 agreed and were actually
interviewed). While in theory this analysis might be possible, it is
difficult to predict how easily the data could be obtained and how

meaningful any comparisons would actually be.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Committee on Evaluation Research
FROM: Adrienne Armstrong and Ronald Abeles
RE: Interviews and reinterviews conducted by GAO

Coples of GAO reports were collected from the library of North-
western University, Govermment Publication room, and from the Social
Science Regsearch Council, The library began receiving reports in 1969.
However, the number of reports received was minimal, Most early re-
ports were on foreign aid and health care matters, Not until 1974-75
did the Govermment Publication room begin to receive reports on & con-
gistent basis, Not all reports have been received., Thus, the {l-
lustrations liste? below were assembled from GAO reports dating from
1269 to the summer of 1977. The majority of these reports were taken
from post-1975 materials.

According to the GAO reports, interviews were conducted during
each of the project evaluations cited, However, it is often unclear
from the reports whether or not these were interviews or reinterviews,
In additicn, the GAO reports do not state consistently whether or not
the agencies audited conducted interviews prior to the GAO audit.



April 22, 1977
(rev, July 13, 1977)

1. FoLLOW THROUGH: LESSONS LEARNED FROM
ITS EVALUATION AND
NEED TO IMPROVE ITS ADMINISTRATION (MWD-75-34, 10/7/75)

Follow Through was an experimental program desi

' gned to
find more effective approaches to teaching young children
from low-income families. Intended to "follow through*
on results of Head Start experiences,

Local education agencies (LEAs) were required to sele
ct
one of fourteen different educational programs or approaches.

of Education (OF) and LEAs to provide curriculum materi

( s als
teacher training, and other assistance, Program lasted 7 !
years, including 6 Years of evaulation studies,

Scope of GAD Review: Made at OF headquarters in Washington,
BC, and at nine selected project sites. Reviewed OE policies
and procedures, Project applications, initial results of a
national evaluation of Follow Through, Interviewed Federal,
State, and local officials responsible for administration

and operation, Observed classroom activities and interviewed
selected teachers and parents of Follow Through enrollees.

Major GAO criticisms: (a) lack of random assignment of
As to sponsors (and thereby to "treatments®) and (b)
lack of control groups,

Evaluations conducted by Stanford Research Institute, Menlo
Park, Califnrnia,

2, PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON THE NEW JERSEY GRADUATED WORK
INCENTIVE EXPERIMENT. June 1970

Experimental program designed to assess the impact on

work effort (employment experiences) of 8 plans of "negative
income tax" and "guaranteed income."™ Plans reflect com=-
binations of a *guarantee" and "benefit reduction rate.,"
Experiment initiated by the Office of Economic Opportunity
(OEO) in 1968 and was conducted by Institute for Research
on Poverty and Mathematica (Princeton, NJ), Four~year
experiment,



Scope of Peview: Most of the work done at offices of
Mathematica., Objecticns were raised by OEO and contractors
over GAO's access to data. GAO agreed to proceed without
accessing these data and "to test certain of the data presented
in the (OEO) report by means of sampling procedures,,."
Disagreement was partially over reinterviews of participants

in the experiment.

Major GAO criti-isms: (a) OEO preliminary report describes
ata inadequately to allow any independent interpretation;
(b) OEO reaches premature conclusion on effects of incentive
plans as an aggregate; (c) OEC reaches premature conclusions
in comparing experimental and control groups; (d) attrition
compromises results; (e) lack of comparability of control and
experimental groups at start in terms of percentage employed
(95% vs. 89% respectively): (f) OEO fails to take into ace
count community-wide rates of wage increases.

3. EVALUATION OF THE OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OQPPORTUNITY'S
PERFORMANCE CONTRACTING EXPERIMENT (B-1305153 5/8/73)

"performance contracting® defined as agreement between

a local educational agency and a private educational firm
(contractor), wherein payment to the contractor is related
to some measure of student achievement, Performance con-
tracting is not a program, but a method of o;ganizing pro-
grams, The OEO experiment was conducted during 1370-71
and was designed to assess the overall impact of remedial
reading and mathematics programs conducted by private ed-
ucational firms in comparison to regular school programs
(controls). OEO concluded that there was no difference
between experimental and control groups.

Scope of Review: At OEO headquarters in Washington, D,C,,
and at the main offices of the test and analysis and manage-
ment support contractors, Also visited 8 of the 18 school
districts to opserve operations of instructional programs,
Interviewed officials at OEO, contractors, school districts,
and educational firms. Employed two consultants,

Major GAO criticisms: (a) Design and implementation short-
comings 1invalidate OEO's conclusion; (b) lack of compar-
ability of students in experimental and control groups;

(¢) lack of monitoring of control groups; (d) length of
instructional periods was not coordinated; (e) continuous
change in.educational programs of the contractors during
the experimental period; (f) problems in implementation of
programs on'short notice; (g) poor testing conditions for
the administration of standardized tests.




4.

EXPERIMENTAL HOUSING ALLOWANCE PROGRAM: ITS RESULTS AND
QUESTIONABLE FUTURE (Draft Reports 11/29/176)

OBSERVATIONS ON HOUSING ALLOWANCES AND THX EXPERIMENTAL

HOUSING ALLOWANCE PROGRAM (B-171630; 3/28/74)

Question addressed by Experimental Fousing Allowance Program
(EHAP) is whether it is feasible and desirable to provide
low-income families with housing allowances to enable them

to obtain adequate housing. Experiment is sponsored by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Composed
of three component experiments, each located at different
sites: supply, demand, and administrative agency exveriments.,
¢1) Supply: designed to analyze how the housing market will
respon o a housing demand created by a fullescale housing.
allowance {(Rand Corporation); (2) Demand: to examine how
households use housing allowances {Stanford Research Institute
and Abt Associates)j and (3) Adminstrative Agency: to address
how a national program might Dest be administer (Abt Associ-
ateﬂ) .

Scope of Review: Carried out at HUD in Washington, DC, HUD's
regEonaI offices in Chicago, Philadelphia, and Seattle; Rand
Corporation in Santa Monica, California; Abt Associates in
Cambridge, Massachusetts; the Housing Authority for Salem,
Oregonj housing allowance offices in Green Bay, Wisoonsin;
South Bend, Indiana; Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; Salem, Oregon;
and Jacksonville, Florida. Consisted of direct obsexvation
of procedures and operations, as well as review of design
documents, GAO was refused access to records identifying
individual program participants at the time of the writing
of the draft. Subsequently, access to participants on a
voluntary basis was arranged, Data from these participants
will be reported in a separate document.

Major GAO criticisms: (a) EHAP is being operated under very
strict and controlled conditions which would probably not
exist in a national program; (b) the experimental sites are
not representative of large urban areas where housing problems
are most prevalent; (c) too few households are participating
in supply experiment to measure how a city's housing market
responds to a full-scale allowance programjy (d) demand experi-
ment indicates that the allowance has no effect on improving
participants' housing quality.



EFFECTIVENESS OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION IN HELPING
THE HANDICAPPED (B-164031(3) April 3, 1973)

The Vocational Rehabilitation Act provides assistance to the

States in rehabilitating handicapped persons to prepare them

for gainful employment. The Rehabilitation Services Adminis-
tration (RSA), an agency of HEW, is responsible for providing
leadership to the States in planning, developing, and coordinating
State programs, RSA designates target groups that the States

should emphasize in providing rehabilitation services. However,

the States are not required to include RSA's target groups in

their programs. Review attempts to evaluate program's effectiveness.

Scope of Review: Conducted at HEW Headquarters and regional
offgces in Atlanta, Georgia, Dallas, Texas, and in Chicago,
Illinois; the State offices of the Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation in North Carolina, Michigan, and Oklahoma,
Toured training centers, workshops, hospitals, mental institu=-
tions, prisons, and schools and observed vocational rehabilita-
tion services being provided. Discussed program activities
with personnel at these facilities and at some regional and
local agency offices. Randomly selected for review 820 of

the 31,650 cases 3 States reported as closed in 1970. Addi-
tional information was obtained from questionnaires sent to
program participants whose cases had been closed 1 to 2 years
prior to GAO review. (N=403 completed questionnaires). Response
rates to gquestionnaires from general agency clients were 73%
and 59% for successful and unsuccessful cases, respectively.

Major GAO criticisms: (a) HEW should consider extent to which
ne%as might be met through other Federal programs when planning
growth of vocational rehabilitation program; (b) States should
institute better follow-up programs and measures; (c) HEW should

improve data keeping records.
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EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOLS PROGRAM: OPPORTUNITIES TO IMPROVE THE MANAGEMENT OF AN
EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH PROGRAM (MWD-76-64 4/27/76)

The Experimental Schools Program (ESP) was designed to test the hypothesis

that comprehensive changes to existing educational systems will result in
improvements in the way students are educated. The program was also designed

to increase and to improve basic knowledge about the process of education and to
implement the results of research, demonstration and experimentation in actual
school settings. The program was administered by the National Institute of
Education (NIE)since 1972. ESP has funded 18 projects and each project is plan-
ned to operate 5 years.

Scope of GAO's review: Review was conducted at HEWand NIE headquarters in Washing-
ton,D.C. GAO visited projects and their evaluators in California, Minnesota,

South Carolina, Texas and Washington, They interviewed HEW and NIE officials

and reviewed policies, regulations,procedures and practices for administering
ESP.

Major GAO criticisms: (a) lack of prepared plans to effectively carry out and
evaluate comprehensive educational changes, plans were written in conceptual
rether than operational terms; () evaluations did not produce adequate information
on projects' impact on stidents, teachers, administrators and communities;
(c)projects failure to collect "baseline" data on student achievement and atti-
twiinal levels before the comprebensive changes were made, thus they were unable
to determine the impact of the program over the 5 years; {d) lack of any cost
amlysis for many of the projects at the time of GAO's visit;(f) lack of spec-
ific measurable objectives for evaluating effectiveness of program (f) lack of
data necessary to determine compliance with special program financial regulations.

HEW agreed generally with GAO's assessments. N
PROJECT HEADSTART: ACHIEVEMENTS AND PROBLEMB (MWD-75-51 5/20/75)

Project Head Start was an experimental demmstration program providing health,
educational, nutritional,social and other services primarily to economically
disadvantaged preschool children, their families and their communitles. Head
Start was also required to provide for direct parental participatlon in the
prograns developiont, conduct and overall direction. The Office of Child
Development (OCD) and HEW administered Head Start through grants to local non-
profit organizations,ex. community action agencles, school dlstricts.

Scope of GAQ's review: GAO reviewed administration of Head Start by OCD and
8 grantees and related administrative activities of 3 HEW reglomal offices.
GAO reviewed program activities such as parent participation, eligibllity,
recruitment, average daily attendance and services to the handicapped at 4 of
the 8 grantees.

Major GAO criticisms: (a) lack of parental involvement in the program; (b) lack
of professional staff, training facilities and equipment needed for Head Start
to adequately serve severely handicapped children; (c) grantees failure to
obtain documentation demonstrating eligibility from familites applying to Head
Start to insure that no more than 10 percent non-poor families are served;




(2)

(d) failure to emphazise early and continually recruit children to irnsure full
enrollment; (e) failure of HEW rezional offices to effectively follow up on
problems identified in monitoring reports to insure that grantees were taking
corrective action.

THE WELL BEING OF OLDER PEOPLE IN CLEVELAND,OHIO (HRD-77-76  4/19/77)

GAO cssessed and measured the overall well-being of a sample of older people

in terms of their soclal and economic status, mental and physical health, and
ability to do daily tasks and gatheréd information on the services and other
factors that could affect the well being of individuals in the sample. This
report looked across agency lines ot how 23 Federal programs affected the target
population. Currently no evaluation has been undertaken to measure the combined
impact of Federal programs on the people they are trying to help. GAD attemptsd
to demonstrate that multiprogram evaluations performed by a single agency
looking across agency lines at different departments are necessary.

Purvose and scope of GAO's review: (a) to discuss the well-being of older people;
(b) describe the help they recelve from others and; (c) explore issues relating

to the many programs designed to help them. The purpose is to demonstrate what can
be learned by assessing the wellbeing of a target population and looking across
agency lines at how these people are affected by the programs which are designed
to aid them,

A scientific random sample of 1600 people of age 65 or older in Cleveland,
Ohio were interviewed during June to November 1975. Many Federal, state and
local agencies serving older people in Cleveland also cooperated in the study.

This report contains no conclusions or recommendations., Recommendations will
be forthcoming in a second report when data on the impact of the program is
available,

ASSESSMENT OF READING ACTIVITIES FUNDED UNDER THE FEDERAL }ROGRAM OF AID FOR
EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN (MWD-76-54 12/12/75)

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 authorizes Federal
financial assisiinc: for programs designed to meet the special educational needs
of educatiomally deprived children. Emphasis was placed on developing reading
skills, Fedemal _urds are pruvided to state educatiomal agencies (SEAs) which
make grants tc local educational agencles (LEAs). The Office of Education

(OE) administe:-s the program at the national level, Most of the funds have been
used to provids instructional services for deprived children.

Scope of GAO's review: The review was made at OE headquarters, Washington,D.C.;
7 HEW regiomal offices; 15 LEAs in 14 states and the SEAs in these states,
Evamination of a wide variety of documents relating to the program. Interviews
with pareuts and teachers involved in program; visits to classrooms to observe
reading activitiss,

Major GAQ critic!sms: (a) available achievement data showed that mest students

were not reading at levels sufficlient for them *o close the gap between their
reading levzl and the natiomal norn; (b) most students were not retalining gains
after they lefl the program; (c¢) lack of adequate information from state and local
agencies for measuring the national impact of reading programs on improving student's
achievement; (u) lack ot adequa‘e tralning to teachers and aides,
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OBSERVATIONS ON EVALUATION OF THE SPECIZL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOOD AN
NUTRITION SERVICES (RED-75-310 1~ /18/74)

The Child Nutritiocn Act of 1966 authorizes the Special Supplemental Food Program
to provide cash granis tc statec to provide supplemental foods through health
clinics to women, infants and children suffering from inadeqiate nutrition

ard income. The Food and Nutritlon Service (FNS), Department of Agriculture,
administers the program. State and local agencies which operate the prcgram
are to maintain adequate medcal records cn program participants to enable the
Department of Agriculture to evaluate the benefits of the nutritlional assistance
provided. Evaluatlions of the program are to determine (a) medical benefits of
the nutritional assistance provided,and (b) cost efficiency of various methods
of distributing food. The School of Public Health of the University of North
Carolina at Chapil Hill and the Department of Commerce's Natloral Bureau of
Standards have agreed to evaluate the "medical benefits"™ and cost efficlency
respectively.

Scope of GAO's Review: Review at Department of Agriculture, at University of
North Carolina, amd at 8 projecis included in the medical evaluation, Review of
legislation and agency records concerning planning and implenertation of the
program's operation., GAO rece'ved assistance from consulwan* in the fields of
nutrition, blochemistry, pedlatrics, obstetrics and blostati: :s.

Ma jor GAO criticisms: (a) lack of precise definition of good health and adequate
nutritional status; (b) lack of precise determination of the types or quantities
of nutrients necessary to maintaln or improve a given nutritiorl level; (c) lack
of control groups which precludes rellable juagments on how mucu the foods or
other services contributed to the findings; (d) lack of adequate lndicators

of mental development which preciudes any reliable conclusions on the program's
effects on infants' mental development;(e) an a result of weaknesses in truining,
pretest procedures and procedures for controlling data quality, the reliability
of the data remains questionable, FNS and the unlversity are unable to insure
data reliability.

At present the GAO report does not contalsn recommendaticns,

EDUCATIONAL LABORATORY AND RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER PROGRAMS NEED TO BE
STRENGTHENED (B-154031(1) 11/13/73)

The Office of Education (OE) funds a variety of activitles designed to seek
solutions to euucational problems. Included in the support is the Educational
Laboratory and Research and Development Center Programs. These are independent
non-profit institutions designed to make results of experimentation in education
avalilable to schools. Research results were to be developed into educational
products which could be used in classrooms. Since 1972, the National Instituie
of Education within HEW became .esponsible for the expermintal program. OE
delegated to the laboratories and centers the responsibility for e¢valuating the
products, but did not designate evaluation guide?ines.

Scope ¢f GAO'. review: A review of pertinent leglslation and do:uments relating
to the laboratory and center programs. Review of OE and NIE he:quarters,
vashington, D.C, at 5 educational labor:.tories and 3 ~osearch ard development
centers, Interview of personnel involved in the laboratory and zenter probrams.

Ma jor GAO criticisms: (a) failure to proride guidelines for concractors to
follow in thelr evaluatlons; evaluation procedures varled significantly among the
contractors. Contractors failed to 1. state product objectlves in measurable

terms; 2. control for factors influencing the vailaity of the experiments; 3. design

evaluations to determtne product impact on student learning, (b) failure tv nr- -
vide fcllow up evaluations tc ictermline the long term impact on student learni.g)
(c) failure to demonstrate the product's marketabllity,
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FACTORS THAT IMPEDE PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE HEALTH MAINTENANCE ORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1973 (HRD-76-128  9/3/76)

Health Maintenance Organization Act of 1973 was designed to provide a trial
Federal program to develop alternatives to traditional forms of health care
delivery and financing by assisting and encouraging the establishment of HMOs.
HMOs provide specific health services for its members. The act authorized Fed-
eral financial assistance for 2 period of 5 years for the HMO program.

Scope of GAO's review: A review was conducted at HEW, Washington, D.C,, Health

Services Administration headquarter~ (HSA) and at all 10 HEW regional offices,

Questionnaires were sent to 809 entities which had been sent grant application

packages vetween January and May, 1974 %o determine why potential HMOs had not

requested financial assistance and what problems were encountered by successful
HMO applicants in complying with the act requirements,

Ma jor GAO criticisms: (a) lack of staff, especially in the regions, with expertise
in marketing, actuarial analysis and financial management; (b) failure to issue
all finmal regulations and guidelines required by the act to more effactively
~dminister the nation-wide HMO program; (c) restriction of the development of
HMOs as a result or restirictive state laws.

THE PILOT CITIES PROGRAM: PHASEQUT NEEDED DUE TO LIMITED NATIONAL BENEFITS
(GGD-75-16  2/5/75)

An objective of the law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the
Department of Justice 1s to develop new ways to improve the Nation's criminal
Justice systems through direct financing. The Pilot Cities Program, which began
in 1970, was oreof LEAA's first major directly funded programs, LEAA selscted 8
locations to research, demonstrate and integrate new and improved projects into
their criminal justice systems to prevent or reduce crime. The program was to
demonstirate that improved research on local criminal justice problems could
result in better programs which would reduce crime. The 8 locations (ecities)
were to demonstrate to the mation how to develop better planning processes,

Each city was +*r, have a 5 year term to implement the experimental program.
Grants were awarded to nonorofit organizations or universities for a team to

do research and plan projects.

Purpose and Score of GAO's review: GAO wanted to determine whether LEAA adequately
planned and managed the program to demonstrate that improved research could

result in better progrims to reduce crime. Careful review of operations of

pilot cities teams in Albuguerque, Dayton, Norfolk, Omaha and Santa Clara.

Brief review of operations in Charlotle, Des Molnes and Rochester. LEAA headquarters
and appropriate regional offices .ere also reviewed,

Ma jor GAQ criticisms: While individually the 8 teams benefitted from the progranm
from a mational standpoint, the uverall program did not accomplish its goals.
Various problems: (a) lack of ccnsistent objectives; (b) different interpretations
of the program; (c) participating organizations experienced instability;

(d) guidelines were too gereral; (e) regiomal offices of LEAA used different
management methods,
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THE LEGAL SERVICES PROGRAM: ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF AND PROBLEMS FACED BY ITS GRANTEES
(B-130515 3/21/73

'The Lesal Services Program {uSP) seeks to provide representation which will
benefit the poor and help alleviate thelr problems through legal processes.
The program which began as a small experiment within the Office of Economic
Opportunity (OEO) funded 265 grantees which operated 934 offices in 50 states
during 1971.

Scope of GAO's review: GAO's review covered 12 months and ended during calerdar
year 1971, GAO reviewed seven standard program grantees which employed attorneys
to provide legal assistance. GAO also reviewed the Wisconsin Judicare Project,
under vwhich legal services were provided by private attorneys and paid for by
the project. Nineteen randomly selected annual evaluation reports for the 256
standard program grantees operating in 1971 were reviewed in order to ascertain
the grantees achlevemsnt of program objectives. Applicable legislation and
records were analyzed and officials of the grantees, local bar assoclations

and local community action agencles were interviewed. In addition, 138 clients
wore interviewed to obtain their views on the services received and 18 judges
to obtain their views o. the competence of gra..tee attorney's representation of
clients.

Major GAO criticisms: §ag Grantees need clearer and more detailed plans to
achieve program goals; (b) OEO needs to develop a more reliable system to gather
data on grantee's accomplishments; (c) only limited achlevements by most grantees
in areas of economic development and law reform areas; (d) Grantees provided the
poor with the same scope of representation that was available to thos able to
afford attorneys; (e) grantees should define objectives in operational terms,

GAO had difficulty interpreting and analyzing grantee's results,
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DIFFICULTIES OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CCRPS IN-SCHOOL PRO-
GRAM AND ITS MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS
B-130515 Dept. of Labor (2-20-73)

Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC) Program provides training and
work experience and other services to youths from low income
families. It tries tc encourage youths to stay in school
and provide them with training for productive jobs. This
report is concerned with the In-school part of the program:
which provides work experience and support services to youths
to encourage their continued enrollment in school. Sponsors
of the program are both public or private nonprofit agencies.
GAO reviewed the 1970-71 in-school program to see if it had
improved the drop-out tendencies. GAO's review suggests
that program has not changed drop-out levels.

Scope of review: Review of 1970-71 NYC in-school program

in Washington, D.C., Virginia, and Texas. Interviewed offi-
cials of the Manpower Administration. Visited NYC program
work stations and interviewed enrollers and their supervisors.
Pandomly selected 279 enrollers from 21,116 enrollees at the
three locations. Interviewed enrollees in sample, their
supervisors and school guidance counselors.

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES IN THE FEDLERAL GOVERNMENT FOR THE
PRYSICALLY HANDICAPPED
8-164031(3) Civil Service Commission (9-16-74)

CAD wanted to know how the Federal Government was providing
employment opportunities and serving as an exemplary employer
nf the handicapped.

Review conducted in Washington, D.C., and San Francisco
areas and included two questionnaires. One qguestionnaire
was sent to Federal Agency cnordinators to determine agency
effects to employ handicapped. The other questionnaire
went to handicapped federal employvees to assess their view
of the Government's program.

SUPPLY AND DEMAND CONDITIONS FOR TEACHERS AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR FEDERAL PROGRAMS
B-164031(1) Office of Education HEW (3-6-74)

GAO reviewed supply and demand conditions for elementary and
secondary schocl teachers and federal programs affecting the
supply of such teachers because reports identified teacher
surpluses and project that the teacher job markets will con-
tinue to worsen.

§cope: GAO attempts to identify all federal programs which
provide assistance to develop school teachers. This was
accomplished through a questionnaire survey of federal agen-
cies. GAO sent questionnaires to various colleges and school
districts. Follow-up interviews with selected questionnaire
respondents were conducted.
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RESTRUCTURED NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS QUT-OF~-SCHOOL PROGRAM
IN URBAN AREAS
B-130515 Dept. of Labor (4-2-74)

The restructured out-of-school program objectives were to
place enrollees in suitable jobs, advanced training, or
further education after they leave the program. To test
whether the Department of Labor's restructuring of the Youth
Corp out-of-school program had actually improved the program,
GAO reviewed five NYC-2 projects.

Scope of review: GAO interviewed officials from the projects,
‘Sponsors, school systems and regional manpower Administrator
Offices.

PROBLEMS OF THE UPWARD BOUND PROGRAM IN PREPARING DISADVANTAGED
STUDENTS FOR A POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
3-164031(1) HEW (3-7-74)

Attempts to test the effectiveness of the Upward Bound Pro-
gram, which is administered by HEW's Office of Education
Program designed to provide low income students with skills
and motivation necessary to succeed in education beyond high
school. Program corrects student's faculty academic prepara-
tion by providing remedial instruction, altered curriculums,
tutoring, cultural exposure encouragement.

Scope of review: Interviewed OE officials in Atlanta, Boston,
and 8an Francisco. Also at project offices (15 projects

were reviewed) GAO interviewed tutors, counselors, teachers,
and administrators.

LEARNING DISABILITIES: THIL LINK TO DELINQUENCY SHOULD BE
DETERMINED, BUT SCHOOLS SHOULD DO MORE NOW
GGD-76~-79 Department of Justice, HEW (3-4-77)

GAO investigated underachievement among juvenile delinquents
in institutions and found that 1/4 of those tested in Con-
necticut and Virginia institutions had primary learning
problems or learning disabilities. Correctional institu-
tions in states visited by GAO were not effectively identi-
fying and treating the learning problems of delinquents.

Scope of review: GAO made the review in five states. Inter-
viewed 373 classroom teachers and over 300 other school offi-
cials., Consultants were hired by GAO to test juveniles

chosen randomly from institutiona in Connecticut and Virginia.

TRAINING EDUCATORS FOR THE HANDICAPPED: A NEED TO REDIRECT
FEDERAL PROGRAMS
HRS~76-77 HEW (9-28-76)

HEW needs to improve its programs whic.. assist in preparing
teachers for the handicapped. Most classroom teachers do
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not generally receive training in the skills needed to teach
the handicapped.

Scope of review: Questionnaires sent “o a sample of 757
public schcol districts throughout the iation and a sample

of 155 universities having special education teacher programs.
Interview of HEW officials.

INDIAN EDUCATION IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM NEEDS MORE
DIRECTION FROM THE CONGRESS
HRD-76-172 HEW (93-14-77)

GAO examined the two major programs under the Indian Educa-
tion Act of 1972, Projects were designed to meet the special
needs of Indian children in elementary and secondary schools.
GAO reviewed 16 projects in operation during 1974-75 school
year.

Scope of review: Interviewed officials or members of parent
committees responsible for the projects.

THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE - PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR
IMPROVEMENT
HRD-76-169 Department of Labor

The Employment service has provided a labor exchange for
persons seeking work and for employers with jobs to fill.
The agency serves those jobs and persons characterized by
low pay. GAO elevated the role of the service to determine
the role cf the service in today's job market.

Scope of review: Interview of labor officials and local Es
ofticials personnel. Questionnaires were sent to random
sample of 800 employers, 600 applicants who were ~till seek-
ing employment through ES asking them to comment on their
relationship with ES their evaluation of how effective ES
was in meeting their needs. GAO received replies from 570

employers, 762 applicants.

MORE CAN BE LEARNED AND DONE ABOUT THE WELL-BEING NOF CHILDREN
MWD-76-23 Social and Rehabilitation Service, HEW (4-9-76)

GAO reviewed the Federal Child Welfare Services program and
recommended that HEW develop a system for evaluating the
welfare of children and focus research programs on the
greatest obstacles to improvements.

Scope of review: Questionnaire developed to extract informa-
tion from case files. To follow trends in program accomplish-
ments over time, sample cases were selected from each of the
10 locations. Case records were discussed with local child
welfare agency officials.
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CONCERTED EFFORT NEEDED TO IMPROVE INDIAN EDUCATION
CED-77-24 Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of Interior
(1-17-77)

GAO evaluated the educational programs in schools operated
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. According to GAO, there
was little evidence that the Bureau had made progress since
1972 in improving educational achievement of Indian children.

Sco of review: Seven schools were visited. Bureau of
ndian Affairs officials and school administrators were
visited and interviewed.

NEED TO MORE CONSISTENTLY REIMBURSE HEALTH FACILITIES UNDER
MEDICARE AND MEDICAID
B-164031 (4) HEW (8-16-74)

GAN reviewed reimbursements to proprietary hospitals and
skilled nursing facilities because of the maiy controls
which have been built into the reimbursement process.

Scope: interviewed officials of the Social Security Admini-
stration, social and rehabilitation services, intermediaries,
state Medicaid agencies, local agents, hospitals and SNFS.





